Wednesday 
July  2,  1980 


Part  II 

Environmental 
Protection  Agency 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans  for  Connecticut; 
Attainment  Status  Designations 


45080 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  45,  No.  129  /  Wednesday,  July  2, 1980  /  Proposed  Rules 


ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40  CFR  Parts  52  and  81 

[FRL  1529-1] 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans  for  Conn.; 
Attainment  Status  Designations 

AGENCY:  Environmental  Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION:  Proposed  rulemaking. 

SUMMARY:  Revisions  to  the  State 
Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  for  the  State 
of  Connecticut  were  received  by  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
on  June  27  and  December  28, 1979,  and 
February  1  and  May  1, 1980.  The 
intended  effect  of  the  revisions  is  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  Part  D  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  (the  Act)  as  amended  in 
1977,  "Plan  Requirements  for  Non- 
Attainmqnt  Areas",  through  the 
implementation  of  new  measures  for 
controlling  emissions  and  providing  for 
attainment  of  the  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  by  the 
required  dates.  In  addition,  the  revisions 
respond  to  certain  other  requirements  of 
the  Act.  This  Notice  discusses  the 
Connecticut  submittal  and  EPA’s 
proposed  action  concerning  it.  EPA 
invites  public  comment  and/or 
corrections  as  to  these  proposed  actions, 
the  identified  and  other  relevant  issues 
and  generally  on  whether  the 
Connecticut  SIP  revisions  should  be 
approved  or  disapproved. 

DATES:  Comments  may  be  submitted  to 
EPA  at  the  address  listed  below  on  or 
before  August  1, 1980,  or  may  be 
presented  in  testimony  at  a  public 
meeting  before  Connecticut  and  EPA 
officials  on  July  30, 1980  at  1:30  p.m.-6:00 
p.m.  and  7:00  p.m.-10:00  p.m. 

ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  the  SIP  revisions 
and  documents  containing  EPA’s 
guidance  are  available  for  public 
inspection  during  normal  business  hours 
at  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Region  I,  Room  1903,  )FK  Federal 
Building,  Boston,  Massachusetts  02203; 
Public  Information  Reference  Unit, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  401  M 
Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460; 
and  the  Air  Compliance  Unit, 
Department  of  Environmental 
Protection,  State  Office  Building,  165 
Capitol  Avenue,  Hartford,  Connecticut 
06115. 

Comments  should  be  submitted  to 
Harley  F.  Laing,  Acting  Chief,  Air 
Branch,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Region  I,  JFK  Federal  Building, 


Room  1903,  Boston,  Massachusetts 
02203. 

The  public  meeting  will  be  held  at  the 
Hall  of  the  House,  State  Capitol, 

Hartford,  Connecticut. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Harley  F.  Laing,  Acting  Chief,  Air 
Branch,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Region  I,  JFK  Federal  Building, 
Room  1903,  Boston,  Massachusetts 
02203,  (617)  223-5609. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  EPA 
published  the  requirements  (hereafter 
the  General  Preamble)  for  an 
approvable  non-attainment  SIP  in  the 
Federal  Registers  of  April  4  (44  FR 
20372);  July  2  (44  FR  38583);  August  28 
(44  FR  50371);  September  17  (44  FR  53761 
and  November  23, 1979  (44  FR  67182)). 
These  publications  supplement  this 
proposal  by  identifying  the  major 
considerations  that  guide  EPA’s 
evaluation  of  state  submittals.  These 
considerations  are  not  restated  in  detail 
in  this  Notice  but  copies  of  the 
documents  in  which  they  are  stated  are 
available  at  the  locations  listed  in  the 
Addresses  section  of  this  Notice. 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve: 

1.  The  request  for  an  extension  of  time 
to  attain  the  ozone  standard. 

2.  The  request  for  an  extension  of  time 
to  attain  the  carbon  monoxide  standard. 

3.  The  transportation  plan,  program 
and  project  conformity  procedures  and 
criteria. 

4.  The  carbon  monoxide  attainment 
plan. 

5.  The  commitment  to  public 
transportation. 

6.  The  inspection/maintenance 
program. 

7.  The  mobile  source  emissions 
inventory. 

8.  The  reasonable  further  progress 
demonstration  for  carbon  monoxide 
attainment. 

9.  The  procedure  for  advancing 
transportation  projects  through  the 
planning  process. 

10.  The  four  statewide  transportation 
projects. 

11.  The  redesignation  of  the  entire 
state  except  Waterbury  and  Greenwich 
to  attainment  for  the  primary  total 
suspended  particulate  standard. 

12.  The  reasonable  further  progress 
demonstration  for  total  suspended 
particulates  in  Waterbury. 

13.  The  request  for  an  18  month 
extension  to  prepare  a  secondary  total 
suspended  particulate  attainment  plan. 

14.  The  resource  commitments. 

15.  The  plan  showing  evidence  of 
public,  local  and  state  involvement  in 
SIP  development. 

16.  The  notice  and  hearing  provisions. 

17.  The  revisions  to  regulations  19- 
508-4  and  19-508-5,  dealing  with  source 


surveillance,  monitoring,  recordkeeping 
and  reporting. 

18.  The  changes  to  the  boundaries  of 
air  quality  control  regions  43  and  44. 

19.  The  withdrawal  of  Connecticut’s 
indirect  source  regulation. 

20.  The  request  to  delete  regulation 
18-508-23,  controlling  objectionable 
odors,  from  the  existing  SIP. 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve 
conditionally: 

1.  The  stationary  volatile  organic 
compound  source  control  strategies. 

2.  The  procedure  to  analyze 
reasonably  available  transportation 
measures. 

3.  The  stationary  source  emission 
inventory. 

4.  The  reasonable  further  progress 
demonstration  for  ozone  attainment. 

5.  The  total  suspended  particulate 
attainment  demonstration  for 
Greenwich. 

6.  The  total  suspended  particulate 
attainment  plan  for  Waterbury. 

7.  The  program  to  review  new  and 
modified  major  stationary  sources  in 
nonattainment  areas. 

EPA  is  proposing  to  take  no  action  on: 

1.  The  amendments  to  sub-section 
(a)(9)  of  regulation  19-508-19,  relating  to 
requirements  for  certain  coal  burning 
sources. 

2.  The  new  source  ambient  impact 
analysis  guideline. 

3.  The  program  to  review  new  and 
modified  major  stationary  sources  in 
attainment  areas  (prevention  of 
significant  deterioration).* 

4.  Permit  fee  requirements. 

5.  Intergovernmental  consultation 
provisions. 

6.  Stack  height  requirements. 

7.  Interstate  pollution  notification. 

8.  Public  notification. 

9.  Monitoring  requirements. 

10.  Conflict  of  interest  provisions. 

EPA  is  proposing  to  withdraw  its 

previous  proposed  rulemaking 
addressing  Stage  I  vapor  recovery  and 
inspection/maintenance. 

Background 

On  March  3, 1978  (43  FR  8962), 
pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  Section 
107  of  the  Act,  EPA  promulgated  lists 
designating  as  non-attainment  areas 
where  the  NAAQS  were  not  attained  as 
of  August  7, 1977,  as  attainment  where 
the  standards  had  been  attained  or  as 
unclassifiable  when  insufficient 
information  was  available.  The 
designations  were  made  for  carbon 
monoxide,  total  suspended  particulates, 
sulfur  dioxide,  nitrogen  dioxide  and 
ozone,  the  air  pollutants  for  which  there 
are  NAAQS. 

In  Connecticut,  there  is  statewide 
attainment  for  nitrogen  dioxide  and 
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sulfur  dioxide.  In  the  March  3, 1978 
Federal  Register  notice,  the  entire  state 
(AQCRs  41, 42,  43  and  44)  was 
designated  non-attainment  for  ozone 
and  the  secondary  total  suspended 
particulate  (TSP)  standard.  Air  Quality 
Control  Regions  (AQCRs)  42  and  43 
were  classified  non-attainment  for 
carbon  monoxide  while  AQCRs  42  and 
44  were  classified  non-attainment  for 
the  primary  TSP  standard.  On 
September  11, 1978  a  designation  change 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
adding  AQCR  43  to  the  primary  TSP 
standard  non-attainment  list.  In  the 
revisions  of  June  27  and  December  28, 
1979,  Connecticut  requested  that 
Waterbury  and  Greenwich  remain 
classified  non-attainment  for  the 
primary  TSP  standard  and  that  the 
remainder  of  AQCRs  42  and  43  and  all 
of  AQCR  44  be  redesignated  non¬ 
attainment  for  the  secondary  TSP 
standard. 

On  July  10, 1979  (44  FR  40360), 
February  13, 1980  (45  FR  9750)  and  May 
23, 1980,  EPA  published  Notices  that  the 
Connecticut  SIP  revisions  of  June  27, 
1979,  December  28, 1979,  and  May  1, 

1980  respectively,  were  available  for 
review  and  invited  the  public  to 
comment  on  their  approvability.  Several 
comments  have  been  received  in 
response  to  these  notices,  stating  that 
the  revisions,  as  submitted  to  EPA,  were 
different  from  the  version  on  which  state 
public  hearings  were  held  in  January  of 
1979.  Commissioner  Stanley  Pac,  of  the 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
(DEP),  has  requested  that  EPA 
participate  with  the  state  in  a  public 
meeting  at  which  time  discussion  will  be 
invited  on  the  revisions.  Testimony 
presented  there  as  well  as  all  written 
comments  received  by  the  expiration  of 
the  public  comment  period  will  be 
considered  in  EPA’s  final  rulemaking 
action. 

Pursuant  to  Part  D  of  the  Act,  each 
state  must  satisfy  specific  requirements 
in  the  areas  designated  as  non¬ 
attainment.  The  SIP  must  be  revised  to 
demonstrate  attainment  of  the  NAAQS 
as  expeditiously  as  practicable,  but  no 
later  than  the  end  of  1982  (or  the  end  of 
1987  for  areas  with  difficult  ozone  or 
carbon  monoxide  problems).  In  some 
cases  of  secondary  standard  non¬ 
attainment,  the  SIP  may  provide  for  an 
attainment  date  beyond  1982.  These 
requirements  and  the  major 
considerations  that  will  guide  EPA’s 
evaluation  of  attainment  plans  are 
briefly  summarized  below.  After  each 
item  is  a  citation  to  the  applicable 
section  of  the  Act  and  the  applicable 
paragraphs  of  EPA  Administrator 
Costle's  February  24, 1978  memorandum 


(hereafter  the  Administrator’s 
Memorandunt)  on  “Criteria  for  Approval 
of  1979  SIP  Revisions"  which  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
May  19, 1978  (43  FR  21673). 

Requirements  for  All  Part  D  SIP's 

•  Demonstrate  that  both  primary  and 

secondary  NAAQS  will  be  attained 
within  the  non-attainment  area  as 
expeditiously  as  practicable,  but  for 
primary  NAAQS  no  later  than  the 
following  final  deadlines:  (5  172(a);  1, 

3,  5.) 

— for  sulfur  oxides,  particulate  matter, 
and  nitrogen  dioxide,  December  31, 

1982. 

— for  ozone  or  carbon  monoxide, 
December  31, 1982,  except,  if  the  state 
demonstrates  that  attainment  by 
December  31, 1982  is  impossible  despite 
implementation  of  all  reasonably 
available  measures,  December  31, 1987. 

•  Require  reasonable  further  progress 
in  the  period  before  attainment, 
including  regular,  consistent  reductions 
sufficient  to  assure  attainment  by  the 
required  date.  (§  172(b)(3);  ^  6.) 

•  Provide  for  implementation  of  all 
reasonably  available  control  measures 
(RACM)  as  expeditiously  as  practicable, 
insofar  as  necessary  to  assure 
reasonable  further  progress  and 
attainment  by  the  required  date.  This 
includes  reasonably  available  control 
technology  (RACT)  for  stationary 
sources  and  reasonably  available 
transportation  control  measures 

(§  172(b)(2),  (8);  n  4-5.) 

•  Include  an  accurate,  current 
inventory  of  emissions  that  have  an 
impact  on  the  non-attainment  area,  and 
provide  for  annual  updates  to  indicate 
emissions  from  existing  sources. 

(§  172(b)(4);  n  2,  7-8.) 

•  Express  quantify  the  emissions 
growth  allowance,  if  any,  that  will  be 
allowed  to  result  from  new  major 
sources  or  major  modifications  of 
existing  sources,  which  may  not  be  so 
large  as  to  jeopardize  reasonable  further 
progress  or  attainment  by  the  required 
date  (§  172(b)(3)  and  (5);  J[  7.) 

•  Require  preconstruction  review 
permits  for  new  major  sources  and 
major  modifications  of  existing  sources, 
to  be  issued  in  accordance  with  Section 
173  of  the  Act.  (§  172(b)(6);  Jj  9.) 

•  Include  the  following  additional  SIP 
elements:  (§  172(b)(7),  (9)-(10);  If  4, 10- 
11.) 

— identification  and  commitment  of 
the  necessary  resources  to  carry  out  the 
Part  D  provisions  of  the  plan. 

— evidence  of  public,  local 
government,  and  state  legislative 
involvement  and  consultation  in 
accordance  with  Section  174  of  the  Act. 


— identification  and  brief  analysis  of 
the  air  quality,  health,  welfare, 
economic,  energy,  and  social  effects  of 
the  plan  provisions  chosen  and  the 
alternatives  considered,  and  a  summary 
of  the  public  comment  on  the  analysis. 

— written  evidence  that  the  state  and 
other  governmental  bodies  have 
adopted  the  necessary  requirements  in 
legally  enforceable  form. 

— written  evidence  that  the  state  and 
other  governmental  bodies  are 
committed  to  implement  and  enforce  the 
appropriate  elements  of  the  SIP. 

Additional  requirements  must  be  met 
in  Connecticut  since  carbon  monoxide 
and  ozone  attainment  will  not  take 
place  in  the  state  prior  to  1982.  These 
requirements  include: 

•  Prior  to  issuance  of  a  permit, 
conduct  an  analysis  of  alternate  sites, 
sizes,  production  and  environmental 
control  regulations  for  the  proposed 
source  which  demonstrates  that  its 
benefits  significantly  outweigh  its 
environmental  and  social  costs. 

•  Submission  of  an  Inspection  and 
Maintenance  (I/M)  program  including 
the  key  elements  addressed  in  the  July 
17, 1978  Guidance  Memorandum  or  a 
schedule  committed  to  by  the  governor. 
Legal  authority  must  be  obtained  by 
June  30, 1979.  Implementation  must 
proceed  either  1  Vi  or  2%  years  from 
legislative  approval. 

•  Evidence  of  a  commitment  by  the 
responsible  officials  to  establish, 
expand  or  improve  public 
transportation. 

These  requirements  were  discussed  in 
the  General  Preamble,  specifically  the 
Notice  published  on  July  2, 1979  (44  FR 
38583).  It  included,  among  other  things,  a 
discussion  of  EPA's  intent  to  approve  a 
plan  conditionally  where  there  are 
minor  deficiencies  and  where  a  state 
provides  assurance  that  it  will  submit 
corrections  on  a  specified  schedule 
within  one  year.  This  Notice  solicits 
comment  on  what  items  should  be 
conditionally  approved  in  the 
Connecticut  SIP  revisions,  and  on  the 
deadlines  where  these  are  specified  in 
the  Notice.  A  conditional  approval  will 
mean  that  the  restrictions  on  new  major 
source  construction  will  not  apply 
unless  the  state  fails  to  submit  the 
necessary  SIP  revisions  by  the 
scheduled  deadlines,  or  unless  the 
revisions  are  not  approved  by  EPA. 

EPA  proposes  in  this  Notice  to 
approve  certain  items  which  are 
expected  to  be  submitted  during  the 
public  comment  period.  EPA  specifically 
solicits  comment  on  this  procedure  and 
on  whether  the  public  perceives  a  need 
for  comment  on  the  items  received  in 
compliance  with  the  conditions. 
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The  remainder  of  this  Notice  is 
divided  into  two  parts.  The  first  part 
describes  Connecticut's  non-attainment 
SIP  revisions,  the  attainment  status 
redesignations  and  the  results  of  EPA’s 
review.  The  second  part  discusses 
Connecticut’s  response  to  certain 
general  requirements  of  the  Act  and 
EPA’s  judgment  as  to  whether  those 
requirements  have  been  met. 

Connecticut’s  Nonattainment  SIP 
Revisions 

A.  Ozone  (Os)  and  Carbon  Monoxide 
(CO) 

1.  Request  for  Extensions 

Connecticut  was  designated  non¬ 
attainment  statewide  for  ozone  (Os)  in 
the  March  3, 1978  Federal  Register  [43 
FR  8977).  Ozone  is  formed  by  complex 
chemical  reactions  involving  various 
precursors,  primarily  oxides  of  nitrogen 
and  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs). 
Emissions  of  VOCs  are  controlled  in 
order  to  reduce  ozone  concentrations. 
The  terms  VOCs,  hydrocarbons  (HCs) 
and  non-methane  hydrocarbons  tend  to 
be  used  interchangeably,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  this  Notice,  HC  will  be  used 
in  connection  with  automobile  exhaust 
and  VOC  for  stationary  source 
emissions  or  for  a  combination  of  both. 

The  strategies  contained  in 
Connecticut’s  revisions,  once  the 
conditions  in  this  Notice  are  met,  will 
represent  reasonably  available  control 
measures  to  reduce  ozone 
concentrations  in  Connecticut.  Although 
the  control  measures  addressed  in  the 
plan  will  significantly  reduce  the  level  of 
VOCs  they  will  not  provide  for 
attainment  of  the  standard  by  1982. 
Governor  Grasso,  therefore,  has 
requested  an  extension  for  attainment  of 
the  ozone  standard  until  December  31, 
1987. 

The  state  determined  the  level  of 
control  necessary  to  attain  the  ozone 
standard  utilizing  a  departure  from  EPA 
methodology  (Uses,  Limitations,  and 
Technical  Basis  of  Procedures  for 
Quantifying  Relationships  Between 
Photochemical  Oxidants  and  Precursors, 
EPA-450/2-77-021).  EPA  does  not  agree 
with  certain  assumptions  used  by  the 
state  in  its  demonstration.  It  is  the 
Agency’s  judgment  that  because 
ambient  air  quality  data  under 
southwest  wind  conditions  are  ignored, 
worst-case  conditions  are  not  presented. 
This  judgment  was  explained  in  a  letter 
from  EPA  Regional  Administrator 
William  R.  Adams,  Jr.  to  Governor 
Grasso  on  November  28, 1978. 

Despite  the  use  of  a  methodology 
different  from  that  recommended  by 
EPA,  EPA  agrees  that  attainment  cannot 
be  achieved  by  1982  and  that  an 


extension  to  1987  is  justified. 
Additionally,  in  order  to  provide  a  more 
sophisticated  methodology  for  the  1982 
SIP  revisions,  to  quantify  the  transport 
of  pollutants  across  state  lines  and  to 
provide  a  better  basis  for  developing 
control  strategies,  EPA  has  initiated  the 
Northeast  Corridor  Oxidant  Study.  This 
study  involves  14  states,  of  which 
Connecticut  is  one.  Connecticut’s  1982 
SIP  revisions  will  be  based  on 
information  from  this  study  as  it 
becomes  available  during  plan 
development. 

The  New  Jersey-New  York- 
Connecticut  AQCR  (AQCR  43)  and  the 
Hartford-New  Haven-Springfield  AQCR 
(AQCR  42)  were  designated  non¬ 
attainment  for  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  March  3, 1978. 
The  Plan’s  strategies  will  provide  for  the 
identification  of  additional  CO 
violations  and  will  represent  reasonably 
available  control  measures  to  reduce 
CO  concentrations  in  the  state.  Although 
the  control  measures  addressed  in  the 
plan  will  significantly  reduce  the  level  of 
CO  they  will  not  provide  for  attainment 
of  the  CO  standards  throughout  the  non¬ 
attainment  areas  by  1982.  Governor 
Grasso  has  also  requested  an  extension 
for  attainment  of  the  CO  standard  until 
December  31, 1987. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
request  for  an  extension  of  time  to  attain 
the  ozone  standard  to  December  31, 

1987. 

EPA  is  also  proposing  to  approve  the 
request  for  an  extension  of  time  to  attain 
the  CO  standard  to  December  31, 1987. 

2.  Stationary  Source  Control  of  Volatile 
Organic  Compounds 

Since  Connecticut  is  non-attainment 
for  ozone,  Sections  172(b)(2)  and 
172(b)(3)  of  the  Act  require  that  the  state 
implement  all  reasonably  available 
control  measures  as  expeditiously  as 
practicable,  insofar  as  necessary  to 
assure  reasonable  further  progress  (RFP) 
toward  attainment  of  the  ozone 
standard  by  1987.  This  requirement  has 
been  further  defined  in  the 
Administrator’s  Memorandum  to  mean 
the  application  of  reasonably  available 
control  technology  (RACT)  on  sources, 
which  emit  VOCs.  The  Administrator's 
Memorandum  also  requires  that  all 
major  stationary  sources  (defined  as 
those  sources  with  the  potential  to  emit 
100  tons  or  more  per  year  of  VOCs)  must 
be  controlled  throughout  the  state  and 
all  sources  which  emit  less  than  100  tons 
of  VOCs  per  year  must  be  regulated  in 
urbanized  areas  with  a  population  of 
over  200,000. 

EPA  has  prepared  and  published  a  set 
of  guidance  documents  called  Control 


Technology  Guidelines  (CTGs)  for 
certain  VOC  categories.  The  CTGs 
contain  guidance  to  assist  the  states  in 
developing  regulations  requiring  the 
application  of  RACT.  For  each  VOC 
category  covered  by  CTGs  issued  on  or 
before  January  1, 1978,  such  regulations 
were  to  be  included  in  this  SIP  revision. 
The  recommended  emission  limitations 
contained  in  the  CTGs  are  a 
“presumptive  norm”;  that  is,  they  are 
emission  limitations  which  EPA  believes 
may  be  attained  by  applying  RACT.  It  is 
EPA  policy  to  accept,  as  part  of  a  state's 
VOC  control  strategy,  emission 
limitations  for  particular  sources  or 
source  categories  which  are  different 
from  the  EPA  recommended  numbers,  if 
such  new  emission  limitations  are  based 
upon  a  documented  evaluation  of  what 
is  reasonably  available  for  such 
categories  of  sources. 

According  to  the  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  (DEP) 
inventory  the  following  CTG  category 
sources  exist  in  Connecticut:  solvent 
metal  cleaning  (degreasing);  petroleum 
storage  and  marketing  including  storage 
tanks  at  gasoline  stations;  metal  coil 
coating;  fabric  coating;  paper  coating; 
metal  can  coating;  the  use  of  cutback 
asphalt;  magnet  wire  insulation  coating 
and  metal  furniture  coating.  Of  this  list, 
the  DEP  has  adopted  regulations  with 
acceptable  compliance  schedules  to 
control  solvent  metal  cleaning; 
petroleum  storage  and  marketing 
including  storage  tanks  at  gasoline 
stations;  fabric  coating;  paper  coating; 
metal  coil  coating;  magnet  wire 
insulation  coating;  metal  furniture 
coating  and  metal  can  coating.  This 
leaves  unregulated  the  use  of  cutback 
asphalt. 

DEP  has  committed  to  consider  future 
CTGs  as  they  become  available  and  to 
adopt  regulations  to  implement  RACT  as 
necessary. 

a.  Restrictions  on  Cutback  Asphalt 

Cutback  asphalt  is  a  road  patching 
mixture  which  has  been  diluted  with 
petroleum  solvent  and  therefore  emits 
VOCs.  The  petroleum  solvents  in 
cutback  asphalt  can  be  replaced  with  a 
water  based  emulsion  mixture  for  most 
applications.  To  implement  this  strategy 
trucks  must  be  fitted  with  new 
recirculating  distributor  bars.  State  and 
municipal  workers  must  be  trained  to 
apply  the  emulsion  mixes.  In  addition, 
sand  now  used  for  some  cutback 
applications  contains  an  unacceptable 
amount  of  impurities  and  will  not 
combine  properly  with  presently 
available  asphalt  emulsions  unless  it  is 
washed.  It  is  EPA’s  judgment  that  these 
problems  can  be  resolved  through  a 
reasonable  implementation  schedule 
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which  could  be  included  in  a  regulation. 
According  to  EPA  guidance,  this 
changeover  can  be  accomplished  in  one 
to  two  years. 

In  its  June  27, 1979  submittal, 
Connecticut  proposed  to  restrict  the 
state  highway  department  use  of 
cutback  asphalt,  which  accounts  for 
only  76  tons  of  VOC  emissions,  between 
now  and  1982.  The  municipal  use  of 
cutback  asphalt,  which  accunts  for  2143 
tons  of  VOC  emissions,  would  not  be 
restricted  until  1987.  EPA  guidance  on 
compliance  schedules  indicates  that  for 
this  category,  compliance  should  be 
within  one  or  two  years.  In  addition,  the 
state  did  not  submit  a  regulation  to 
control  either  state  or  municipal  use  of 
cutback  asphalt.  Without  the  inclusion 
of  a  regulation,  there  is  no  mechanism  to 
assure  that  the  strategy  proposed  by  the 
state  will  be  implemented.  Nevertheless, 
Connecticut  has  assumed  credit  for 
reductions  from  this  strategy  in 
demonstrating  RFP  toward  standards 
attainment.  This  strategy  accounts  for 
approximately  1.2%  of  the  base  year 
(1976)  emissions  and  represents  a 
significant  source  of  emission  reductions 
in  1987. 

In  its  May  1, 1980  submittal 
Connecticut  made  a  commitment  to 
submit  a  regulation  to  EPA  by 
September  15, 1980,  to  restrict  the 
statewide  use  of  cutback  asphalt  and 
appropriate  narriative  changes.  The  1987 
compliance  date  proposed  in  the  June 

27. 1979  submittal  has  been  reconsidered 
at  a  public  hearing  held  on  April  25, 1980 
on  this  regulation. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
strategy  to  control  cutback  asphalt 
conditioned  upon  the  state’s  submission 
as  a  SIP  revision  to  EPA  by  September 

15. 1980  of  an  adopted  regulation 
restricting  the  use  of-cutback  asphalt 
statewide.  This  regulation  must  include 
a  compliance  schedule  consistent  with 
EPA  guidance  which  recommends  one 
or  two  years  or  the  state  must  submit  to 
EPA  adequate  justification  for  a  longer 
schedule. 

b.  Solvent  Metal  Cleaning  (Degreasing) 
Regulations 

EPA  guidance  has  been  issued  to  the 
states  concerning  RACT  for  solvent 
metal  cleaning  operations  known  as 
‘'degreasers”.  It  recommends  specific 
operating  procedures,  control 
equipment,  labeling  and  solvent  waste 
disposal  practices.  The  guidance  also 
states  that  open  top  degreasers  with  an 
open  area  smaller  than  one  square 
meter  and  conveyorized  degreasers  with 
an  air/vapor  interface  smaller  than  two 
square  meters  may  be  exempt  from  the 
requirement  to  use  a  major  control 


device  such  as  a  refrigerated  chiller  or 
carbon  adsorber. 

Connecticut  has  submitted  in  its  SIP 
revisions  adopted  regulation  19-508-20 
(7)  to  control  emissions  from  solvent 
metal  cleaning  opeations.  This 
regulation  addresses  cold  cleaners,  open 
top  vapor  degreasers,  and  conveyorized 
degreasers.  This  regulation  also  includes 
requirements  for  control  equipment, 
some  of  the  EPA  recommended 
operating  procedures,  and  practices  for 
proper  disposal  of  waste  solvent. 
However,  the  regulation  does  not 
include  requirements  for  labeling  and  it 
exempts  the  smaller  degreasers 
competely  rather  than  exempting  them 
only  from  the  requirement  for  a  major 
control  device,  as  recommended  in  the 
EPA  guidance.  The  regulation  also 
exempts  any  degreasers  which  are  in 
operation  prior  to  July  1, 1980  and  which 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  existing 
regulation,  19-508-20(f).  Regulation  19- 
508-20(f)  is  a  general  solvent  use 
regulation  which  does  not  include  the 
specific  requirements  recommended  by 
EPA  to  control  existing  degreasers. 

Regulation  19-508-20(7)  which  does 
require  control  of  the  remaining 
degreasers,  is  substantially  different 
from  the  EPA-recommended  control 
levels.  The  cold  cleaner  requirements  do 
not  specify  a  minimum  freeboard  ratio, 
watercover  or  equivalent  control 
system,  nor  do  they  require  specific 
labeling.  The  regulations  for  open  top 
degreasers  do  not  specify  operating  or 
labeling  requirements  and  they  do  not 
preclude  degreasing  of  porous  materials. 
There  are  no  operational  requirements 
for  conveyorized  degreasers,  no 
requirement  to  limit  carryout,  no 
requirement  for  down  time  covers,  and 
no  requirement  for  a  vapor  level  control 
thermostat. 

In  order  for  EPA  to  approve  regulation 
19-508-20(7)  as  submitted,  the  state  must 
show  that  the  requirements  imposed  by 
this  regulation  realize  a  reduction  in 
VOC  emissions  which  is  within  5%  of 
the  reduction  which  would  be  realized  if 
all  of  the  EPA-recommended  measures 
were  required.  The  state,  in  the  May  1. 
1980  submittal,  committed  to  either 
revise  the  regulation  to  be  consistent 
with  EPA  guidance  or  make  the  5% 
demonstration  discussed  above. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
solvent  metal  cleaning  Regulation  19- 
508-20(/)  conditioned  upon  (1)  the  state’s 
submission  of  an  amendment  of  the 
regulation  by  September  15, 1980  to  EPA 
to  be  consistent  with  the  applicable 
CTG  in  the  areas  listed  below  or  (2)  the 
state’s  submittal  by  September  15, 1980 
to  EPA  of  adequate  justification  for  any 
requirements  which  are  inconsistent 


with  the  EPA  presumptive  norm. 
Approval  of  any  alternative  strategy  will 
be  restricted  to  the  state’s  ability  to 
demonstrate  that  the  reductions  from  its 
strategy  are  within  5%  of  the  reduction 
which  would  be  gained  by  imposing  the 
CTG  controls  on  all  relevant  sources. 

The  areas  to  be  addressed  are: 

(1)  for  cold  cleaners: 

(a)  a  minimum  freeboard  ratio 

(b)  a  watercover  or  equivalent  control 
system 

(c)  labeling 

(2)  for  open  top  degreasers 

(a)  operating  requirements 

(b)  labeling  requirements 

(c)  preclusion  of  degreasing  porous 
materials 

(3.)  for  conveyorized  degreasers 

(a)  operational  requirements 

(b)  requirement  to  limit  carryout 

(c)  requirements  for  down  time  covers 

(d)  requirement  for  a  vaopr  level 
control  thermostat 

(4)  for  small  degreasers-inclusion  of 
RACT  controls. 

3.  Transportation  Planning 

a.  Background 

Section  174(b)  of  the  Act  provides  that 
SIP  revisions  prepared  to  satisfy  Part  D 
“shall  be  coordinated  with  the 
continuing,  cooperative,  and 
comprehensive  transportation  planning 
process  required  under  Section  134  of 
Title  23,  United  States  Code".  (The 
transportation  planning  process,  as  well 
as  the  Section  110,  air  quality 
maintenance  planning  process,  are 
further  required  to  take  into  account  the 
requirements  of  Part  D).  In  order  to 
implement  this  requirement,  EPA  and 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
(DOT)  adopted  guidelines  in  June  of 
1978  (hereafter  EPA-DOT  Guidelines) 
which  describe  an  acceptable  process 
for  accomplishing  the  continuing  tasks 
of  transportation-air  quality  planning 
and  programming  required  by  the  Clean 
Air  Act. 

The  three  areas  considered  critical  by 
EPA  to  produce  an  adequate 
transportation  planning  and  project 
implementation  process  in  the  1979  plan 
revisions  are: 

(1)  A  description  of  the  major  tasks 
and  responsibilities  of  agencies  involved 
in  the  transportation  process  and 
description  of  the  points  in  the  process 
where  air  quality  objectives  will  be 
considered.  This  includes  the 
establishment  of  clear  criteria  by  which 
transportation  plans,  programs  and 
projects  will  be  reviewed  for  conformity 
with  the  SIP. 

(2)  A  detailed  work  program  and 
schedule  for  evaluating  packages  of 
transportation  measures  to  improve  air 
quality.  The  evaluation  should  lead  to  a 
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firm  commitment  to  implement  those 
measures  determined  to  be  reasonably 
available. 

(3)  Provide  for  the  implementation  of 
air  quality  related  transportation 
projects. 

The  discussion  below  describes  the 
adequacy  of  the  Connecticut  submittal 
in  meeting  the  Clean  Air  Act 
requirements  related  to  transportation 
planning  and  the  adequacy  of  the 
project  commitments  included  in  the  SIP 
revisions.  The  objective  of  the  process  is 
to  guarantee  that  transportation  projects 
will  contribute  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible  to  a  reduction  of  emissions 
necessary  to  make  RFP  toward 
attainment  of  the  ozone  and  carbon 
monoxide  air  quality  standards.  These 
requirements  are  discussed  on  pp. 
21676-21677  of  the  Administrator’s 
Memorandum,  and  also  below  in  this 
Notice  under  “Reasonable  Further 
Progress". 

b.  Planning  Process  Requirements 

(1)  Integration  of  Air  Quality 
Considerations  with  the  Transportation 
Planning  Process. 

The  Regional  Planning  Agencies 
(RPAs)  of  the  15  planning  areas  in 
Connecticut  have  been  designated  by 
Governor  Grasso  as  the  Metropolitan 
Planning  Organization  (MPOs)  to  do 
transportation  planning  in  accordance 
with  the  requirements  of  Section  134  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act.  The  MPO 
is  the  forum  for  cooperative  decision¬ 
making  by  principal  elected  officials  of 
general  purpose  local  government.  On 
March  30, 1978,  the  RPAs,  ConnDOT 
and  the  DEP  were  designated  under 
Section  174  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  as 
having  responsibilities  for  air-quality 
transportation  planning  activities.  RPAs 
are  the  agencies  which  fulfill  the  intent 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act  to  have 
organizations  of  local  elected  officials 
take  lead  responsibility  for  assuring 
integration  of  the  air  quality  and 
transportation  planning  process  and  the 
conformity  of  transportation  plans, 
programs,  and  projects  with  the  SIP. 

The  Connecticut  submittal  describes 
the  transportation  planning  process  at 
both  the  state  and  regional  level  and 
discusses  how  projects  advance  from 
planning  to  implementation.  Included  in 
the  submittal  is  the  Memorandum  of  ' 
Understanding  (MOU)  which  has  been 
executed  among  each  RPA,  the  DEP,  and 
the  Connecticut  Department  of 
Transportation  (ConnDOT)  to  define  the 
process  that  will  be  used  to  determine 
whether  transportation  plans  and 
programs  conform  with  the  SIP.  The 
submittal  also  describes  the 
responsibilities  of  the  state  and  regional 
agencies  for  analyzing  reasonably 


available  transportation  measures  for 
ozone  and  carbon  monoxide  attainment 
planning.  Each  of  these  areas  is 
discussed  in  more  detail  later  in  this 
section. 

(2)  Conformity  Procedures  and 
Criteria 

The  Administrator’s  Memorandum 
requires  that,  where  the  SIP  revisions 
have  demonstrated  the  need  for  an 
attainment  date  extension,  the  revisions 
must  "Contain  procedures  and  criteria 
adopted  into  the  SIP  by  which  it  can  be 
determined  whether  the  outputs  of  the 
DOT  transportation  planning  process 
conform  to  the  SIP."  (43  FR  21677  and 
also  the  EPA-DOT  Guidelines,  page  23.) 

The  basic  policy  goal  of  an  integrated 
transportation-air  quality  planning 
process  is  to  reduce  transportation 
system  emissions  and  resulting  adverse 
air  quality  impacts  while  maintaining 
compatibility  with  other  community 
goals.  The  documentation  resulting  from 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  Section 
109(j)  “consistency”  determination 
process  along  with  the  SIP  provisions 
under  consideration  here  are,  together, 
the  means  by  which  it  can  be 
determined  whether  transportation 
plans,  programs,  and  projects  (the 
"outputs”  of  the  transportation  process) 
will  allow  attainments  of  the  NAAQS  as 
expeditiously  as  practicable,  but  no 
later  than  the  required  attainment  date 
(Section  172(a)),  will  lead  to  the 
implementation  of  all  reasonably 
available  control  measures  (RACMs)  as 
expeditously  as  practicable  (Section 
172(b)(2)),  and  will  provide  for 
reasonable  further  progress  in  the 
reduction  of  emissions  sufficient  to 
attain  the  standards  by  the  required 
date.  Since  these  are  requirements  for 
all  nonattainment  SIPs,  transportation 
plans,  programs,  and  projects  must  be 
determined  to  satify  these  requirements 
in  order  to  conform  to  the  SIP  (Section 
176(c))  and  the  SIP  must  contain 
procedures  and  criteria  to  make  this 
conformity  determination.  The 
conformity  review  procedures  and 
criteria  are  discussed  on  pp.  200-232  and 
in  Appendices  6  and  7  of  the 
Connecticut  revisions.  The  MOU  into 
which  the  DEP  has  entered  with  state 
and  regional  transportation  planning 
agencies  describes  the  conformity 
review  process  and  criteria  and  is 
located  on  pages  973  to  979  of  the 
revisions. 

The  Connecticut  submittal  contains 
procedures  to  be  used  for  determining 
conformity,  one  for  plans  and  programs 
and  another  for  projects.  A 
transportation  plan  consists  of  a  long 
range  element  which  provides  for  the 
long  range  (10-30  years)  needs  of  an 
area  and  identifies  new  transportation 


policies  and  facilities  or  other  major 
changes  in  the  existing  network.  It  also 
includes  a  tranportation  systems 
managment  element  which  provides  for 
short  range  needs  by  making  efficient 
use  of  existing  transportation  resources. 
A  program  known  as  a  Transportation 
Improvment  Program  (TIP)  is  a  staged, 
multi-year  listing  of  projects  which  are 
to  be  advanced  for  federal  funding 
during  the  next  three  to  five  years  and 
includes  an  annual  element  which  is  a 
listing  of  projects  for  which  funding  is  to 
be  requested  within  the  next  year.  A 
project  is  any  individual  strategy, 
measure,  construction  activity  or  other 
action  taken  to  improve  the 
transportation  system.  Included  are 
highway  and  transit  construction, 
repavement  of  roads,  acquisition  of 
buses,  ride  share  programs,  traffic 
signalization  modifications,  and  a  wide 
variety  of  other  activities. 

(a)  Plans  and  Programs 

To  evaluate  conformity  of  regional  ' 
transportation  plans  and  programs  with 
the  SIP,  the  Connecticut  submittal 
provides  three  criteria:  (1)  that  RACMs 
in  current  programs  are  advancing 
toward  implementation,  (2)  that  the 
RACM  analyses  are  progressing  on 
schedule  and  the  RPA  has  made  efforts 
to  achieve  its  hydrocarbon  reduction 
goal,  and  (3)  that  the  RPA  has  met  the 
goals  of  the  CO  screening  program. 
Multi-regional  elements  of  plans  and 
programs  conform  if  (1)  the  statewide 
hydrocarbon  emission  reduction 
measures  (see  discussion  below  under 
reasonable  further  progress)  are  being 
implemented  and  meet  their 
hydrocarbon  reduction  goal,  (2)  the 
statewide  RACM  analyses  are 
progressing  on-schedule,  and  (3) 
statewide  hydrocarbon  projections  for 
projects  listed  in  the  transportation 
plans  and  programs  do  not  exceed  the 
hydrocarbon  emissions  identified  in  the 
mobile  source  inventory  for  the  years 
1982  through  1987.  No  credit  toward  the 
reduction  goal  is  allowed  for  the 
statewide  emission  reduction  measures 
which  have  already  been  included  in  the 
RFP  line,  and  are  discussed  under 
Section  I.A.6.,  Reasonable  Further 
Progress  in  this  Notice. 

In  cases  where  the  RPA  or  ConnDOT 
disagree  with  a  finding  by  DEP  of 
nonconformity,  the  MOU  describes  a 
procedure  for  resolving  the 
disagreement.  The  procedure  provides 
for  consultation  among  disagreeing 
agencies  and  mediation  by  the  State 
Office  of  Policy  and  Management.  If  no 
resolution  is  reached,  the  conformity 
statement  of  the  RPA  and  the 
nonconformity  finding  of  DEP  are 
submitted  for  federal  review.  The 
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submittal  states  that  federal  resolution, 
as  defined  in  the  EPA-DOT  Guidelines, 
is  binding  on  all  signatories.  In  cases 
where  a  nonconformity  statement  is 
adopted,  no  state  funds  will  be  provided 
to  initiate  new  activities  other  than  for 
safety,  mass  transit,  air  quality 
improving,  or  other  exempted  projects. 
Without  state  funding  no  federal  funds 
can  be  authorized  for  projects.  Federal, 
state,  and  local  air  quality  and 
transportation  planning  funds  are  to  be 
committed  on  a  priority  basis  for 
planning  activities  directed  toward 
achieving  conformity.  The  commissioner 
of  the  DEP  (Commissioner)  may  exempt 
projects  from  state  funding  restrictions 
after  considering  community  benefits, 
employment  impact,  economic  impact, 
impact  on  development  and 
environmental  benefits.  However,  if  an 
exemption  is  granted  to  a  hydrocarbon 
increasing  project,  the  region  must 
provide  for  offsetting  reductions  from 
other  projects,  thus  assuring  RFP.  The 
Commissioner  has  discretion  to  convene 
a  public  meeting  to  facilitate  public 
participation  in  the  conformity  review 
process. 

(b)  Projects 

The  revisions  provide  for  a  three 
phased  review  of  proposed  projects:  (1) 
preliminary  review,  (2)  review  under 
state  and  federal  environmental  policy 
acts  and  (3)  a  revised  state  indirect 
source  review  (ISR).  (The  term  “revised" 
is  used  to  distinguish  the  current  ISR 
'  regulation  from  all  other  ISR  regulations 
submitted  by  Connecticut  to  EPA.)  The 
last  phase,  the  revised  ISR  has  been 
adopted  as  a  regulation  and  received 
approval  by  the  Legislature’s 
Regulations  Review  Committee  on 
December  14, 1979.  Connecticut’s 
procedures  for  conformity  review  are 
contained  in  its  revised  ISR.  While  EPA 
has  no  ISR  requirement,  it  does  have  a 
conformity  review  requirement,  and  thus 
has  considered  Connecticut’s  ISR 
regulation  to  the  extent  that  it  is  used  by 
the  state  to  provide  for  conformity 
review. 

The  first  two  phases  address  all  major 
highway  and  transit  projects  and 
correspond  to  draft  and  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statements.  The 
revised  ISR  regulation  applies  to  any 
new  highway,  except  for  bridge 
replacement,  or  elimination  of  railroad 
crossings;  new  expressways; 
interchanges;  or  any  new  lane  greater 
than  one  mile  in  length  and  connecting 
either  signalized  intersections  or 
expressway  interchanges.  The  revised 
ISR  regulation  provides  for  three  stages 
of  review.  Stage  I,  the  transportation 
system  level  review,  addresses 
regionwide  impacts  of  the  project  on  air 


quality.  Here,  the  proposed  project  is 
reviewed  to  determine  if  it  is  part  of  a 
conforming  transportation  plan  or  has 
been  exempted.  Stage  I  permits  are 
required  after  July  1, 1980.  The 
Commissioner  must  act  on  a  Stage  I 
permit  request  within  five  days  of  his 
required  acknowledgment  of  receipt  of 
an  application. 

Stage  II,  transportation  corridor 
review,  addresses  the  project’s 
mesoscale  or  corridor  impact  on  air 
quality,  and  requires  a  showing  that  the 
project  does  not  violate  an  applicable 
ambient  air  quality  standard.  Stage  II  is 
limited  to  oxides  of  nitrogen  at  this  time, 
but  additional  pollutants,  including  lead 
and  particulate  matter,  will  be  analyzed 
upon  development  of  acceptable  review 
methodologies.  Stage  III,  project  level 
review,  addresses  microscale  or 
localized  impacts.  A  Stage  III  permit  will 
be  granted  if  the  project  does  not 
interfere  with  the  attainment  of  CO 
standards  at  each  intersection  impacted, 
or  will  not  exacerbate  an  existing 
violation.  For  the  purposes  of  the 
Indirect  Source  Regulation,  exacerbate 
is  defined  as  no  greater  than  .5  ppm 
above  the  no-build  predicted 
concentration.  DEP  defines  exacerbate 
in  this  way  because  the  models  used  are 
considered  accurate  only  to  within  .5 
ppm.  Therefore  projects  will  be 
permitted  if  their  predicted  impacts  are 
zero  or  less,  allowing  for  a  .5  ppm 
margin  of  error  of  the  model. 

The  Commissioner  must  make  a 
preliminary  evaluation  within  thirty 
days  of  acknowledging  receipt  of  an 
application  for  either  a  Stage  II  or  III 
permit.  The  application  and  preliminary 
evaluation  are  available  for  public 
inspection  for  thirty  days  following 
prominent  advertisement  by  the 
applicant.  A  permit  must  be  approved  or 
denied  within  ten  days  of  the  close  of 
the  public  comment  period,  or  in  cases 
where  a  public  hearing  is  held,  within 
thirty  days  of  receipt  of  the  hearing 
record.  The  Commissioner  has 
discretion  to  hold  a  hearing  at  the 
written  request  of  a  person  or 
municipality. 

Although  the  Connecticut  procedures 
allow  projects  to  be  granted  exemptions 
from  the  funding  restrictions  of  a 
nonconformity  finding,  RFP  will  still  be 
assured  by  the  requirement  for  emission 
offsets  from  air  quality  improving 
projects.  Further,  Only  those  projects 
completely  state  funded  can  be 
exempted  because  federal  agencies,  in 
accordance  with  Section  176(c)  of  the 
Act,  cannot  fund  a  project  determined  to 
be  nonconforming. 

Proposed  Action: 


EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
transportation  plan,  program  and  project 
conformity  procedures  and  criteria. 

(3)  Reasonably  Available  Control 
Measures  Analysis 

Sections  110(a)(3)(D),  172(b)(2)  and 
172(b)(ll)(C)  of  the  Act  require  a 
commitment  by  the  state  in  the  SIP  to 
the  analysis  of  all  RACMs  and  to  the 
adoption  of  those  which  are  found 
appropriate.  The  Administrator’s 
Memorandum  further  requires  the  SIP  to 
“present  a  program  for  evaluating  a 
range  of  alternative  packages  of 
transportation  options  .  .  .  that 
identifies  a  package  of  transportation 
control  measures  to  attain  the  emission 
reduction  target  ascribed  to  it  in  the 
SIP.”  The  initial  submittal  included  a 
schedule  with  milestones  for  the  RACM 
analyses  which  DEP  has  since  proposed 
to  revise  in  order  to  be  consistent  with 
air  quality-transportation  planning 
grants  made  under  Section  175  of  the 
Act.  The  draft  schedule  for  RACM 
analysis  is  compatible  with  DEP’s 
schedule  to  adopt  a  plan  by  1982 
demonstrating  attainment  of  standards 
by  1987.  Each  RPA  and  ConnDOT  have 
been  assigned  a  hydrocarbon  reduction 
planning  goal  of  10%  for  the  area  within 
their  jurisdiction. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  those 
portions  of  the  submittal  addressing 
RACM  analysis,  conditioned  on 
submittal  to  EPA,  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  the  public  comment  period  on  this 
_  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking,  of  a 
revised  schedule  for  RACM  analysis. 

c.  Carbon  Monoxide  Planning  Activities 

The  Administrator’s  Memorandum 
requires  the  1979  SIP  revisions  to 
provide  a  schedule  to  conduct  CO 
monitoring  as  necessary  to  correct  any 
deficiencies  in  the  monitoring  network 
as  identified  by  the  EPA  regional  office. 
In  addition  to  RFP  toward  elimination  of 
identified  violations  of  the  standard,  a 
procedure  to  define  the  extent  and 
severity  of  carbon  monoxide  violations 
is  needed.  The  procedure  is  called  a 
“hot  spot  screening  program”  and  its 
need  is  based  on  an  EPA  determination 
that  the  existing  ambient  monitoring 
network  does  not  provide  adequate  CO 
data.  Since  ambient  CO  violations  are 
’  almost  always  the  result  of  localized 
emissions,  fixed  monitors  alone  cannot 
be  used  to  determine  the  full  extent  of 
the  CO  problem  in  complex  urban  areas. 
The  state  has  monitored  a  number  of  CO 
violations.  A  hot  spot  screening  program 
will  help  determine  in  a  cost  effect 
manner  where  additional  sites  are 
located  without  requiring  extensive 
monitoring.  EPA  would  therefore  accept 
a  CO  screening  procedure  based  on 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  45,  No.  129  /  Wednesday,  July  2,  1980  /  Proposed  Rules 


traffic  data  and  air  quality  models  as  an 
adequate  substitute  for  extensive 
ambient  monitoring.  Priority 
identification  of  potential  hot  spots  must 
then  be  followed  by  ambient  monitoring 
at  representative  sites  to  verify  the 
results  of  the  procedure. 

The  Connecticut  revisions  commit  to 
the  identification  in  each  region  of 
carbon  monoxide  hot  spots  during  fiscal 
year  (FY)  1980  (October  1, 1979  to 
October  1, 1980).  The  EPA  “Hotspot 
Screening  Guidelines"  (EPA-450/3-78- 
033-035)  are  to  be  used  to  screen,  verify 
and  rank  intersections.  DEP  will  monitor 
the  tenth  ranked  hotspot  in  each  region 
for  one  week,  at  a  minimum,  and  if  a 
violation  is  recorded,  all  intersections 
predicted  by  the  model  as  having  higher 
violations,  will  be  assumed  also  to  be  in 
violation.  If  a  violation  is  not  monitored, 
DEP  will  test  the  ninth  ranked 
intersection,  and  so  on  until  a  violation 
is  confirmed.  By  June,  1981,  and  every 
year  thereafter,  each  urbanized  RPA  will 
specify  in  the  annual  element  of  the 
Transportation  Improvement  Program 
projects  to  alleviate  the  violations. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
carbon  monoxide  attainment  plan. 

d.  Commitment  to  Public  Transportation 

As  was  noted  in  the  General 
Preamble,  at  44  FR  20375,  Part  D  SIP 
revisions  which  contain  attainment 
dates  for  ozone  or  carbon  monoxide 
which  are  after  1982  must  “Include  a 
commitment  to  establish,  expand,  or 
improve  public  transportation  measures 
to  meet  basic  transportation  needs  as 
expeditiously  as  practicable,  including  a 
commitment  to  use  necessary  federal 
grants  and  state  and  local  funds.”  (See 
Sections  110(a)(3)(D)  and  172(b)(2)  of  the 
Act.)  In  the  supplemental  material 
submitted  December  28, 1979,  ConnDOT, 
the  agency  responsible  for  public 
transportation,  committed  to  the 
maintenance  and  improvement  of  the 
overall  level  of  transit  service  to  meet, 
at  a  minimum,  basic  transportation 
needs  in  the  region.  This  commitment  is 
further  defined  to  mean  the  operation  of 
at  least  the  current  level  of  daily  vehicle 
miles  of  travel  of  transit  service  and  the 
expansion  of  service  in  order  to  meet 
projected  demand  or  the  continuation  of 
the  same  percentage  of  trips  via  transit, 
at  a  minimum.  The  commitment  is 
conditioned  on  the  availability  of 
federal,  state  and  local  funds.  ConnDOT 
also  outlined  plans  for  commuter  park 
and  ride  lots,  express  bus  service,  high 
occupancy  vehicle  lanes,  rideshare 
programs,  commuter  rail  car  and  service 
improvements,  purchase  of  200  buses 
and  railroad  station  parking  and 
multimodal  transportation  centers. 


The  language  of  the  commitment  is 
weak.  The  Act  intends  that  states  and 
regions  re-establish  their  priorities  to 
provide  sufficient  transit  service  which 
can  offer  a  viable  alternative  to  low 
occupancy  vehicles.  An  aspect  of  this 
commitment  is  the  actual  pursuit  of 
funding  sources,  for  example,  and  if 
necessary  the  postponement  of  other 
activities  not  in  support  of  this  goal. 
Although  the  language  of  the 
commitment  is  weak,  the  state  and 
regions  have  shown  that  there  is,  in  fact, 
a  commitment  to  public  transportation. 
All  regions  are  committed  to  the 
analyses  of  both  long  and  short  range 
improvements  in  public  transportation 
and  four  air  quality  improving 
transportation  projects  were  adopted,  as 
discussed  under  Reasonable  Further 
Progress,  Section  I.A.6.,  in  this  Notice. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve 
Connecticut’s  commitment  to  public 
transportation. 

(4)  Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  And 
Maintenance  Strategy. 

Inspection/Maintenance  (I/M),  refers 
to  a  program  whereby  motor  vehicles 
receive  periodic  inspections  to  assess 
their  exhaust  emission  control  systems. 
Vehicles  which  have  excessive 
emissions  must  then  undergo  mandatory 
maintenance.  Generally,  I/M  programs 
include  passenger  cars,  although  other 
classes  can  be  included  as  well. 
Enforcement  can  be  accomplished  by 
requiring  proof  of  compliance  in  order  to 
purchase  license  plates  or  to  register  a 
vehicle.  In  certain  cases,  a  windshield 
sticker  system  can  be  used,  much  like 
many  safety  inspection  programs. 

Section  172  of  the  Act  requires  that 
state  SIPs  which  include  non-attainment 
areas  must  meet  certain  criteria.  For 
areas  which  demonstrate  that  they  will 
not  be  able  to  attain  the  ambient  air 
quality  standards  for  ozone  or  carbon 
monoxide  by  the  end  of  1982,  despite  the 
implementation  of  all  RACMs,  an 
extension  to  1987  will  be  granted.  In 
such  cases  Section  172(b)(ll)(B)  requires 
that:  “the  plan  provisions  shall  establish 
a  specific  schedule  for  implementation 
of  a  vehicle  emission  control  inspection 
and  maintenance  program  .  . 

EPA  issued  guidance,  on  February  24, 
1978,  on  the  general  criteria  for  SIP 
approval  including  I/M,  and  on  July  17, 
1978,  regarding  the  specific  criteria  for 
I/M  SIP  approval.  Both  of  these  items 
are  part  of  the  SIP  guidance  material 
referred  to  in  the  General  Preamble  (44 
FR  20372,  20373,  n  6.).  Though  the  July 
17, 1978,  guidance  should  be  consulted 
for  details,  the  key  elements  for  I/M  SIP 
approval  are  as  follows: 

•  Legal  Authority.  States  or  local 
governments  must  have  adopted  the 


necessary  statutes,  regulations, 
ordinances,  etc.,  to  implement  and 
enforce  the  Inspection/Maintenance 
program.  (Section  172(b)(10)). 

•  Commitment.  The  appropriate 
governmental  unit(s)  must  be  committed 
to  implement  and  enforce  the  I/M 
program.  (Section  172(b)(10)). 

•  Resources.  The  necessary  finances 
and  resources  to  carry  out  the  I/M 
program  must  be  identified  and 
committed.  (Section  172(b)(7)). 

•  Schedule.  A  specific  schedule  to 
establish  the  I/M  program  must  be 
included  in  the  State  Implementation 
Plan.  (Section  172(b)(ll)(b)).  Interim 
milestones  are  specified  in  the  July  17, 
1978,  memorandum  in  accordance  with 
the  general  requirement  of  40  CFR 
51.15(c). 

•  Program  Effectiveness.  As  set  forth 
in  the  July  17, 1978,  guidance 
memorandum,  the  I/M  program  must 
achieve  a  25%  reduction  in  passenger 
car  exhaust  emissions  of  hydrocarbons 
and  a  25%  reduction  for  carbon 
monoxide.  This  reduction  is  measured  - 
by  comparing  the  level  of  emissions 
projected  to  December  31, 1987,  with 
and  without  the  I/M  program.  This 
policy  is  based  on  Section  172(b)(2) 
which  states  that  “the  plan  provisions 

.  .  .  shall .  .  .  provide  for  the 
implementation  of  all  reasonably 
available  control  measures  .  . 

Specific  detailed  requirements  of 
these  five  provisions  are  discussed 
below. 

To  be  acceptable,  I/M  legal  authority 
must  be  adequate  to  implement  and 
effectively  enforce  the  program  and 
must  not  be  conditioned  upon  further 
legislative  approval  or  any  other 
substantial  contingency.  However,  the 
legislation  can  delegate  certain  decision 
making  to  an  appropriate  regulatory 
body.  For  example,  a  state  department 
of  environmental  protection  or 
department  of  transportation  may  be 
charged  with  implementing  the  program, 
selecting  the  type  of  test  procedure  as 
well  as  the  type  of  program  to  be  used, 
and  adopting  all  necessary  rules  and 
regulations.  I/M  legal  authority  must  be 
included  with  any  plan  revision  which 
must  include  I/M  (i.e.,  a  plan  which 
establishes  an  attainment  date  beyond 
December  31, 1982)  unless  an  approved 
extension  to  certify  legal  authority  is 
granted  by  EPA.  The  granting  of  such  an 
extension,  however,  is  an  exceptional 
remedy  to  be  utilized  only  when  a  state 
legislature  has  had  no  opportunity  to 
consider  enabling  legislation. 

Written  evidence  is  also  required  to 
establish  that  the  appropriate 
governmental  bodies  are  “committed  to 
implement  and  enforce  the  appropriate 
elements  of  the  plan."  (Section 
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172(b){10).)  Under  Section  172(b)(7), 
supporting  commitments  for  the 
necessary  financial  and  manpower 
resources  are  also  required. 

A  specific  schedule  to  establish  an 
inspection/maintenance  program  is 
required.  (Section  172(b)(ll)(B).)  The 
July  17, 1978,  guidance  memorandum 
established  as  EPA  policy  the  key 
milestones  for  the  implementation  of  the 
various  I/M  programs.  These  milestones 
were  the  general  SIP  requirement  for 
compliance  modified  at  40  CFR  51.15(c). 
This  section  requires  that  increments  of 
progress  be  incorporated  for  compliance 
schedules  of  over  one  year  in  length. 

To  be  acceptable  an  I/M  program 
must  achieve  the  requisite  25% 
reductions  in  both  hydrocarbon  and 
carbon  monoxide  exhaust  emissions 
from  passenger  cars  by  the  end  of 
calendar  year  1987.  The  Act  mandates 
“Implementation  of  all  reasonably 
available  control  as  expeditiously  as 
practicable.”  Section  172(b)(2).  At  the 
time  of  passage  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendments  of  1977,  several 
inspection/maintenance  programs  were 
already  operating,  including  mandatory 
programs  of  New  Jersey  and  Arizona 
operating  at  about  a  20%  stringency. 

(The  stringency  of  a  program  is  defined 
as  the  initial  proportion  of  vehicles 
which  would  have  failed  the  program’s 
standards  if  the  affected  fleet  had  not 
undergone  I/M  before.  Because  some 
motorists  tune  their  vehicles  before  I/M 
tests,  the  actual  proportion  of  vehicles 
failing  is  usually  a  smaller  number  than 
the  stringency  of  the  program.) 
Depending  on  program  type  (private 
garage  or  centralized  inspection)  a 
mandatory  I/M  program  may  be 
implemented  as  late  as  December  31, 
1982  and  the  attainment  date  may  be  as 
late  as  December  31, 1987.  Based  on  an 
implementation  date  of  December  31, 
1982  and  a  20%  stringency  factor,  EPA 
predicts  the  reductions  of  both  CO  and 
HC  exhaust  exhaust  emissions  of  25% 
can  be  achieved  by  December  31, 1987. 
Earlier  implementation  of  I/M  will 
produce  greater  emission  reductions'. 
Thus,  because  of  the  Act’s  requirement 
for  the  implementation  of  all  reasonably 
available  control  measures  and  because 
New  Jersey  and  Arizona  have 
effectively  demonstrated  practical 
operation  of  I/M  programs  with  20% 
stringency  factors,  it  is  EPA  policy  to 
use  a  25%  emission  reduction  as  the 
criterion  to  determine  compliance  of  the 
I/M  portion  with  Section  172(b)(2). 

In  July  of  1979  the  Connecticut 
legislature  overrode  the  Governor’s  veto 
of  House  Bill  721  which  amended  the 
original  I/M  legislation  passed  in  1978. 
Under  the  amended  bill  the  voluntary  of 


Phase  I  portion  of  the  program  would 
commence  on  January  1, 1981.  The 
mandatory  of  Phase  II  portion  would 
commerce  on  January  1, 1982. 

The  program  would  apply  to  light  duty 
gasoline  powered  vehicles  with  less 
than  6001  pounds  gross  vehicle  weight 
and  provides  for  inspection  of 
hydrocarbon  and  CO  emission  each 
year.  Inspections  would  be  carried  out 
by  a  state  contractor.  House  Bill  721  set 
a  $10.00  ceiling  on  the  inspection  fee.  An 
idle  inspection  test  would  be  used. 

There  would  be  an  underhood 
tachometer  hook  up  to  measure 
revolutions  per  minute.  Starting  in  1982, 
any  vehicle  which  failed  to  meet  the 
emission  standards  promulgated  would 
be  required  to  obtain  necessary  repairs 
and  be  reinspected.  Any  vehicle  built 
prior  to  model  year  1968  would  be 
exempted  from  the  program’s 
requirements.  A  vehicle  exceeding  the 
standards  after  its  second  inspection 
would  be  granted  a  waiver,  if  the 
estimated  cost  of  repairs  exceeded 
$70.00  compliance  will  be  assured 
through  the  use  of  window  stickers. 

The  standards  selected  by 
Connecticut  are  modeled  after  those  of 
New  Jersey,  Arizona  and  Portland, 
Oregon,  which  have  had  successful 
experiences  in  implementing  I/M 
programs.  These  standards  will  vary 
according  to  model  year  and  can  be 
adjusted  to  be  more  or  less  stringent  as 
necessary.  The  DEP  estimates  that  these 
standards  would  result  in  a  failure  rate 
of  20%. 

In  November,  1979,  Connecticut  issued 
an  invitation  to  bid  for  contractors 
interested  in  running  the  program  based 
on  the  new  requirements  set  by  House 
Bill  721.  The  request  detailed  the  need  of 
response  in  areas  including: 

•  Annual  Idle  Mode  Inspections,  with 
free  reinspection  for  cars  which  need 
maintenance  work. 

•  Quality  Control  Procedures. 

•  Public  Information. 

•  Data  recording  and  analysis. 

•  Geographic  Location  of  Inspection 
Stations,  and  a  set  number  of  lanes. 

•  Facility  Construction. 

•  Equipment  Specifications. 

•  Inspector  Training. 

•  Fee  ceiling. 

On  December  28, 1979,  EPA  received 
an  implementation  schedule  for 
Connecticut’s  I/M  program.  At  that  time 
the  state  anticipated  that  a  contract  for 
the  program  would  have  been  signed  by 
January  31, 1980.  Only  one  response  to 
the  Connecticut  Invitation  to  Bid  was 
received.  Connecticut  rejected  this  bid 
as  nonresponsive.  As  a  result,  the  state 
could  no  longer  hold  to  its  proposed 
implementation  schedule.  EPA  is 
satisfied  that  Connecticut  could  revise 


its  schedule  to  implement  I/M  and  still 
meet  the  federal  requirement  for 
implementation  of  the  I/M  program  by 
December  31, 1982. 

In  a  letter  dated  May  1, 1980  the  DEP 
committed  to  submit,  prior  to  EPA’s  final 
rulemaking  action,  a  revised  I/M 
implemenmtation  schedule.  This 
schedule  will  provide  for  a  fully 
implementable  program  by  December 
31, 1982  and  will  contain  a  description  of 
the  significant  program  elements  and 
dates  for  completion  of  program 
milestones. 

In  May  of  1980,  the  Connecticut 
legislature  amended  the  I/M  legislation 
for  a  second  time.  The  new  version 
eliminates  the  Phase  I  or  voluntary 
portion  of  the  program  and  delays 
commencement  of  the  program  by  12 
months.  The  program  is  now  to  begin 
mandatory  inspection/mandatory 
maintenance  on  December  31, 1982. 
Because  of  the  change  in  the  program 
start-up  dates  in  the  May  legislation,  the 
emission  reduction  calculations  must  be 
revised. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the  I/M 
portion  of  the  SIP  revisions  if 
Connecticut’s  submittal  to  EPA  as  a  SIP 
revision,  prior  to  EPA’s  final  rulemaking 
action,  of  the  following:  (a)  satisfactorily 
revised  implementation  schedule;  (b)  a 
commitment  that  at  least  a  25% 
reduction  in  both  CO  and  HC  emissions 
will  be  achieved  by  1987;  (c)  revised 
calculations  demonstrating  that  the 
program  will  obtain  at  least  a  25% 
reduction  in  both  CO  and  HC  emissions. 

The  schedule  must  include  dates  for 
completion  of  program  milestones  and  a 
description  of  program  elements,  which 
will  result  in  a  completely 
implementable  program  which  will  start 
by  December  31, 1982.  The  submittal 
must  address  the  following: 

•  An  identification  of  necessary 
program  elements  which  should  include 
but  not  be  limited  to: 

1.  Start  of  a  public  participation 
program. 

2.  Adoption  of  emission  standards  or 
outpoints. 

3.  Selection  and  adoption  of  program 
elements  such  as  testing  procedures, 
quality  control  techniques,  denial  of 
registration  (or  an  equally  effective 
mechanism  to  assure  that  non¬ 
complying  vehicles  are  not  operated  on 
public  roads),  and  other  rules, 
regulations,  and  procedures. 

4.  Adoption  of  a  data  recording  and 
management  program. 

5.  Commencement  of  program  training 
activities. 

6.  Commencement  of  the  mandatory 
inspection/mandatory  maintenance 
phase. 
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7.  Issuance  of  a  Request  for  Proposal. 

8.  Signing  of  a  contract  with  a 
successful  bidder. 

9.  Initiation  of  construction  of 
facilities. 

•  A  listing  of  dates  by  when 
individual  or  combined  elements  will  be 
started  and  fully  implemented. 

•  A  commitment  from  responsible . 
agencies  to  implement  and  enforce 
them. 

•  A  commitment  of  resources  and 
finances  to  implement  and  enforce  these 
program  elements. 

(5)  Emission  Inventories 

Sections  172(b)(3)  and  172(b)(4)  of  the 
Act  require  that  the  SIP  revisions 
include  an  accurate,  current  inventory  of 
emissions  for  pollutants  in 
nonattainment  areas.  Revisions  must 
provide  for  annual  updates  of  the 
inventory  to  indicate  emissions  growth 
and  to  show  progress  in  reducing 
emissions  from  existing  sources. 

Connecticut  has  submitted  its 
emissions  inventory  to  EPA  on  a 
computer  tape  in  National  Emisions 
Data  Systems  format,  a  national  data 
compilation  program.  For  the  stationary 
source  VOC  summary  of  the  inventory 
Connecticut  has  indicated  that  more 
than  50%  of  the  emissions  are  from 
miscellaneous  industrial  sources.  The 
sources  within  this  category  are  not 
specified.  The  state  has  committed  to 
submit  an  inventory  of  these  sources  by 
January  1, 1981. 

To  develop  the  mobile  source 
component  of  the  inventory  the  state 
used  Mobile  1,  a  computer  program 
developed  by  EPA  to  calculate 
emissions  from  motor  vehicles  according 
to  model  year.  Values  based  on  national 
averages  were  used  for  percentage  hot* 
start,  cold-start,  and  stabilized 
conditions,  and  vehicle  type.  The 
inventory  included  eighteen  speed 
values  specific  for  Connecticut.  Future 
vehicle  miles  of  travel  were  predicted 
based  on  a  variety  of  factors  including 
population  forecasts  provided  at  the 
town  level  by  the  Connecticut  Office  of 
Policy  and  Management,  local  zoning, 
accessibility  to  traffic  zones, 
employment,  and  development  patterns. 
Projections  reflect  planned  changes  in 
the  transportation  network. 

DEP  has  committed  to  update  the 
major  point  sources,  area  sources  and 
mobile  sources  annually,  and  to  update 
the  inventory  for  less  than  100  ton  point 
sources  every  three  years. 

Proposed  Action: f 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
stationary  source  inventory  conditioned 
on  submittal  to  EPA  by  January  1, 1981 
of  a  refined  inventory  summary  which 
will  identify  the  miscellaneous  VOC 
sources. 


EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
mobile  source  inventory. 

(6)  Reasonable  Further  Progress  (RFP) 

Section  172(b)(3)  of  the  Act  requires 
that  RFP  be  made  toward  achieving  the 
NAAQS.  Section  171(1)  requires  annual 
incremental  reductions  in  emissions  of 
the  relevant  pollutant  sufficient  to  attain 
standards  by  the  required  date. 

The  RFP  requirement  for  mobile 
sources  is  described  in  the  Act  and  in 
the  Administrator’s  Memorandum.  In 
non-attainment  areas  requesting  an 
extension  of  the  1982  deadline  the  EPA- 
DOT  Guidelines,  Section  110(c)(5)(B)(ii) 
and  Section  172(b)(2)  of  the  Act  require 
that  the  SIP  revisions  provide  for 
expeditious  implementation  of  RACMs 
which  improve  air  quality.  Section  108(f) 
of  the  Act  lists  transportation  strategies 
and  projects  which,  at  a  minimum,  are 
considered  reasonably  available.  A 
demonstration  of  RFP  beyond  1982  must 
await  the  completion  of  a  thorough 
analysis  of  available  options  and  the 
adoption  of  transportation  measures  in 
the  1982  SIP  revision.  EPA  has  reviewed 
the  Connecticut  submittal  for  its 
adequacy  in  demonstrating  RFP  by  the 
adoption  of  projects  and  a  program  for 
the  analysis  of  RACMs.  Project  adoption 
is  discussed  below  and  the  RACM 
analyses  have  been  discussed  in 
previous  sections. 

The  submittal  includes  four  statewide 
measures  to  control  hydrocarbon 
emissions  by  1982.  These  are  the 
expanded  Rideshare  Marketing 
Program,  purchase  of  200  new  buses,  the 
initiation  of  a  toll  incentive  program  and 
a  right-turn  on  red  strategy  which  was 
implemented  on  July  1, 1979.  Also,  as 
part  of  the  transportation  plan  review 
strategy  discussed  earlier  in  this  Notice, 
the  submittal  includes  a  procedure  by 
which  DEP  will  annually  review  RACM 
projects  contained  in  the  Transportation 
Improvement  Program’s  annual  element, 
and  will  develop  a  list  of  those  projects 
which  will  have  the  most  beneficial 
effect  on  air  quality.  It  is  then  the 
responsibility  of  the  Regional  Planning 
Agency,  in  cooperation  with  DOT,  to 
give  priority  to  implementation  of  the 
listed  projects.  In  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  Conformity  MOUs,  the 
RPAs  must  annually  provide  DEP  with 
documentation  of  progress  made  in 
advancing  projects  through  the 
implementation  process.  Failure  to 
advance  projects  will  result  in  a  finding 
by  DEP  of  nonconformity,  and  in  the 
application  of  funding  restrictions 
previously  discussed. 

In  the  supplemental  material  received 
December  28, 1979,  ConnDOT  made 
commitments  to  categories  of  measures 
as  discussed  under  Section  I.A.3.d.  of 
this  Notice,  Commitment  to  Public 


Transportation.  However,  transportation 
measures  for  each  urban  region  with 
implementation  schedules  and  milestone 
dates  have  not  been  adopted  into  the 
SIP.  Although  Connecticut  has  adopted 
four  statewide  projects  and  has  a 
procedure  for  advancing  air  quality 
beneficial  projects  through  the 
transportation  planning  process,  EPA’s 
written  and  applied  policy  is  that  the 
SIP  is  inadequate  without  a  list  of 
specific  projects  which  constitutes 
reasonably  available  control  measures 
for  each  urban  area  together  with 
schedules  and  milestones  for 
implementation.  At  a  minimum  the  list 
must  incorporate  projects  contained  in 
the  annual  element  of  the 
Transportation  Improvement  Program 
which  are  deemed  to  have  a  beneficial 
effect  on  air  quality. 

The  RFP  demonstration  for  carbon 
monoxide  shows  that  I/M  and  the 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Emission  Control 
Program  (FMVECP)  will  be  sufficient  to 
achieve  the  8-hour  standard  by  1982  at 
two  sites  with  recorded  violations,  and 
by  1987  at  five  sites.  Only  at  one 
monitoring  site,  Stamford,  is  standards 
attainment  not  predicted  by  1987  with 
just  I/M  and  FMVECP.  However, 
monitored  violations  will  be  ranked 
with  violations  predicted  from  the 
hotspot  screening  program  and 
scheduled  in  order  of  severity  for 
corrective  action. 

For  stationary  VOC  sources  the 
Administration’s  Memorandum  requires 
the  implementation  of  RACT  for  sources 
in  the  state  for  which  EPA  has  published 
CTGs  by  January,  1978,  and  schedules  to 
adopt  and  submit  by  each  January 
additional  RACT  requirements  for 
sources  addressed  in  future  CTGs.  In 
this  submittal  RACT  has  not  been 
applied  to  all  stationary  sources 
because  Connecticut  has  not  adopted  a 
regulation  to  restrict  the  use  of  cutback 
asphalt.  Because  of  this  deficiency,  it  is 
impossible  for  the  state  to  demonstrate 
the  emission  reduction  required  to  show 
RFP  toward  attainment  of  standards. 

Connecticut  has  chosen  to  establish 
by  1987  a  5000  ton  growth  margin  for 
VOCs.  The  RFP  demonstration  must 
include  the  reductions  anticipated  for 
each  year  from  the  application  of 
RACMs  and  RACT.  This  demonstration 
must  also  show  the  growth  margin 
anticipated  for  each  year.  In  the  May  1, 
1980  submittal,  Connecticut  has 
committed  to  submit  by  the  expiration  of 
the  public  comment  period  a  revision  to 
the  narrative  portion  of  the  SIP  which 
will  describe  how  the  growth  margin 
will  be  ensured  on  a  year  by  year  basis. 

Proposed  Action: 
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EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the  RFP 
demonstration  for  ozone  attainment 
conditioned  on  submittal  to  EPA: 

1.  by  September  15, 1980,  of  an 
adopted  regulation  restricting  the  use  of 
cutback  asphalt. 

2.  prior  to  EPA’s  final  rulemaking 
action,  of  an  explanation  of  how  the 
state  will  assure  that  from  now  through 
1987  a  growth  margin  will  exist  for  new 
VOC  sources. 

3.  prior  to  EPA’s  final  rulemaking 
action,  of  a  list  of  air  quality  improving 
transportation  projects  with  schedules 
and  milestones  for  implementation. 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve: 

1.  the  RFP  demonstration  for  carbon 
monoxide  attainment. 

2.  the  procedure  for  advancing 
transportation  projects  through  the 
planning  process. 

3.  the  four  statewide  transportation 
projects. 

B.  Total  Suspended  Particulates  ( TSP ) 

1.  Attainment/Non-Attainment 
Designations 

In  the  Federal  Register  notices  of 
March  3, 1978  (43  FR  8962)  and 
September  11, 1978  (43  FR  40412)  three 
of  Connecticut’s  four  AQCRs  were 
designated  non-attainment  for  the 
primary  TSP  standard  and  the  entire 
state  was  designated  non-attainment  for 
the  secondary  TSP  standard.  Although 
actual  violations  were  recorded  in  a 
relatively  small  number  of  locations,  the 
DEP  estimated  the  geographic  extent  of 
the  violations  to  be  far  more  extensive 
than  recorded  violations  indicated. 
During  the  process  of  developing  these 
revisions,  additional  investigations 
made  possible  a  more  precise  definition 
of  the  geographical  extent  of  the  areas 
violating  standards. 

In  its  June  27, 1979  submittal, 
Connecticut  proposed  to  retain  the 
statewide  designation  of  non-attainment 
for  the  secondary  TSP  standard,  but  to 
retain  the  primary  standard  non¬ 
attainment  designation  for  Waterbury 
only  (AQCR  42).  However,  in  its 
December  28, 1979  submittal, 
Connecticut  proposed  to  also  retain  the 
primary  standard  non-attainment 
designation  for  Greenwich  (AQCR  43). 
Recent  violations  of  the  primary 
standard  for  TSP  have  been  recorded  at 
a  monitoring  site  which  the  DEP  and 
EPA  have  judged  valid,  though  source 
oriented.  This  monitor  is  located  at  a 
site  contiguous  to  the  Cos  Cob  Power 
Plant  in  Greenwich,  and  the  violations 
have  been  attributed  to  the  plant. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
redesignation  of  the  entire  state,  with 
the  exception  of  Waterbury  and 
Greenwich,  to  attainment  for  the 


primary  TSP  standard.  Waterbury  and 
Greenwich  will  remain  designated  non¬ 
attainment  for  the  primary  standard. 

2.  Nature  of  Statewide  Non- 
Attainment 

The  existing  Connecticut  SIP  regulates 
a  variety  of  traditional  stationary 
sources  of  particulate  matter  including 
incinerators,  fuel  burning  equipment, 
and  process  industries.  Fugitive  dust 
emissions,  including  emissions  from 
materials  handling,  transport  and 
storage,  construction  and  demolition  are 
also  regulated. 

A  statewide  emissions  inventory 
updated  to  1976  including  point,  area 
and  non-traditional  sources  has  been 
summarized  by  the  state  to  reflect  the 
relative  particulate  emission 
contributions  by  source  category. 
Connecticut’s  particulate  emissions 
result  principally  from  non-traditional 
source  categories,  both  statewide  and  in 
the  Waterbury  primary  standard  non¬ 
attainment  area.  The  specific  causes  of 
the  majority  of  Connecticut’s  TSP 
emissions  are  resuspension  of  paved 
road  dust  and  other  motor  vehicle 
related  emissions.  Other  contributing 
categories  are  traditional  stationary 
sources,  specifically  point  source  fuel 
combustion,  although  these  categories 
contribute  substantially  less. 

Connecticut  has  performed  extensive 
and  comprehensive  analyses  to 
establish  a  relationship  between 
emissions  and  air  quality  in  an  effort  to 
identify  and  quantify  the  significant 
sources  of  particulate  matter  violations 
to  determine  the  emission  reductions 
needed  to  attain  the  standard  and  to 
evaluate  potential  control  strategies  to 
achieve  attainment.  The  technical 
analyses  included  statewide  dispersion 
modeling,  detailed  modeling  of  the 
Waterbury  area,  statistical  analyses  to 
identify  the  impact  of  transported 
particulates,  evaluation  of  the  impact  of 
secondary  emissions  evaluation  of 
possible  over  prediction  in  the  measured 
TSP  concentrations  due  to  capture  of 
airborne  particulate  matter  on  the  hi- 
volume  sampling  instrument  filter  when 
the  instrument  is  not  operating,  i.e., 
"passive  sampling  error”,  evaluation  of 
non-traditional  sources  of  TSP,  a  review 
and  refinement  of  the  EPA  emission 
factor  for  road  dust  rentrainment,  filter 
analyses,  and  special  purpose 
monitoring  to  assess  the  impact  of  road 
dust  on  particulate  levels  at  varying 
distances  from  heavily  traveled 
roadways. 

These  analyses  indicated  that,  on 
average,  the  motor  vehicle  suspended 
emission  category  produced  the  largest 
particulate  impacts  of  the  in-state 
sources,  with  a  relatively  small 
contribution  resulting  from  traditional 


stationary  sources.  The  state  has  also 
shown  that  secondary  emissions  and 
passive  sampling  error  have  a 
substantial  impact  on  Connecticut's 
particulate  concentrations,  as  do 
transported  primary  particulate  matter, 
particularly  from  the  New  York 
metropolitan  area. 

3.  Greenwich  Primary  TSP  Non- 
Attainment  Discussion 

Attachment  14  of  the  December  28, 
1979  narrative  states  that  the  violations 
recorded  in  Greenwich  are  caused  by 
the  Cos  Cob  generating  station  which  is 
out  of  compliance  with  the  current 
particulate  emission  regulation,  19-508- 
18(d).  EPA  enforcement  action,  which  is 
presently  underway,  is  expected  to  be 
completed.by  1981.  As  a  result  of  this 
action,  the  RFP  line  for  Greenwich 
shows  a  reduction  in  emissions  of  4800 
tons,  all  from  the  Cos  Cob  station,  which 
is  expected  to  bring  the  area  into 
attainment  of  the  primary  TSP  standard 
by  the  1982  deadline,  and  is  so  stated  in 
the  revision  narrative. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
Greenwich  attainment  demonstration 
conditioned  upon  submission  prior  to 
EPA’s  final  rulemaking  action  of: 

a.  Documentation  that  4800  tons  per 
year  of  particulate  emissions  will  be 
reduced  from  the  Cos  Cob  plant  as  a 
result  of  EPA  enforcement  action. 

b.  Documenttion  via  modeling  that  the 
emission  reduction  is  sufficient  to  attain 
the  primary  standard  for  TSP. 

4.  Waterbury  Primary  TSP  Non- 
Attainment  Discussion 

a.  Technical  Analysis 

Several  methods  were  employed  by 
the  DEP  in  an  attempt  to  determine 
accurately  the  causes  of  the  high  TSP 
levels  recorded  in  Waterbury.  As  a  first 
step,  a  hi-volume  monitoring  study  was 
conducted  to  determine  whether  the 
primary  TSP  standard  violations 
measured  at  the  Waterbury  trailer 
location  were  representative  of  TSP 
levels  in  the  general  area  surrounding 
this  site.  The  results  of  the  study  were 
inconclusive,  and  the  invesigation  has 
been  redesigned  and  resumed  by  the 
DEP. 

Extensive  dispersion  modeling  of 
point  and  area  sources  was  conducted 
in  another  attempt  to  characterize  the 
TSP  problem  in  Waterbury.  Minimal 
short-term  (24-hour)  modeling  of 
traditional  sources  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
trailer  indicated  a  small  impact  from 
this  source  category.  Annual  modeling 
yielded  similar  results  relative  to  these 
sources,  and  showed  a  substantial 
contribution  from  the  motor  vehicle 
category. 
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Since  transportation-related  activities 
comprise  approximately  half  of  the 
particulate  emissions  in  Connecticut,  the 
state  refined  its  modeling  procedure  for 
this  soqrce  category  in  an  effort  to 
simulate  the  behavior  of  vehicular 
emissions  as  accurately  as  possible.  The 
refined  modeling  method  was  applied  in 
Waterbury,  with  the  result  that  the 
modeled  traffic  impact  at  the  trailer 
increased  radically  and  the  total 
predicted  concentration  more 
realistically  approximated  measured 
levels.  In  summary,  base  year  modeling 
results  as  well  as  projections  for  1982 
show  that  the  largest  particulate  impacts 
in  Waterbury  are  from  motor  vehicle- 
related  categories.  Point  source 
categories  produced  very  small  impacts. 
Finally,  selected  hi-volume  filter 
analyses  were  performed,  including 
optical  microscopy,  chemical  analysis, 
and  x-ray  spectroscopy. 

Taken  together,  the  analyses 
described  above  point  strongly  toward 
vehicular  emissions  as  the  major  cause 
of  the  high  TSP  levels  measured  at  the 
Waterbury  trailer,  but  the  geographical 
representativeness  of  the  TSP  data  from 
this  site  still  remains  an  important  issue. 
The  studies  do  suggest  that  the  trailer 
may  be  representative  of  the  many  areas 
in  Waterbury  that  are  near  roads. 
Connecticut  will  further  investigate  this 
issue  in  on-going  studies,  including  an 
expanded  hi-volume  monitoring  study, 
continuous  particulate  and  traffic  count 
monitoring,  a  sampler  study  to  measure 
respirable  and  non-respirable 
particulates,  a  meterorological 
comparison  study  to  determine  whether 
particularly  adverse  meteorology  is 
relevant  in  the  Naugatuck  Valley,  and 
an  attempt  to  determine  means  of  4 
reducing  the  high  particulate  levels  in 
this  area  while  still  accommodating 
economic  growth.  Until  such  time  as  a 
better  determination  can  be  made, 
Connecticut  will  assume  that  the 
percentage  reduction  needed  in  the 
trailer  grid  is  also  required  throughout 
Waterbury. 

b.  Control  Strategies  for  TSP 

Connecticut  has  identified  those 
source  categories  which  generate 
emissions  within  the  state,  and  which 
must  be  controlled  by  the  state.  A 
discussion  of  control  measures  for  these 
categories  follows.  Although 
Connecticut's  analytical  efforts  have 
indicated  a  substantial  contribution  to 
the  state’s  particulate  levels  from 
secondary  emissions  and  out  of  state 
transport,  these  are  largely  beyond 
DEP’s  control. 

(1)  Point  Source  Controls 

EPA  requires  adoption  of  RACT  to  the 
extent  needed  to  attain  standards  for 


any  source  category  which  is  shown  to 
contribute  "significantly”  as  defined  in 
the  Emission  Offset  Interpretative 
Ruling  (44  FR  3274)  to  particulate  levels 
in  the  non-attainment  area.  Since  there  ' 
is  no  national  guidance  which 
establishes  consistency  for  particulate 
matter  RACT  for  traditional  stationary 
sources,  EPA’s  Region  I  is  presently 
completing  under  contract  particulate 
matter  RACT  determinations  for  the 
following  categories:  residual  oil  burning 
boilers,  asphalt  batch  plants,  quarry 
operations,  ferrous  foundries,  non- 
ferrous  foundries  and  portland  cement 
concrete  batch  plants.  Resource 
constraints  limited  to  six  the  number  of 
source  categories  investigated,  and  EPA 
recognizes  this  list  is  not  complete.  EPA 
has  finished  the  work  necessary  to 
support  the  RACT  guidance  for  all  six 
categories.  A  final  report  for  five 
categories  was  sent  to  Connecticut  on 
March  7, 1980.  The  final  report  for  the 
remaining  category,  oil  fired  boilers,  is 
not  expected  to  be  available  in  the  near 
future;  however,  a  draft  report  for  oil 
fired  boilers  was  sent  to  the  state  on 
January  10, 1979.  EPA  considers  the 
conclusions  of  this  draft  report  to  be 
final  conclusions  which  represent 
RACT,  and  so  notified  the  state  in  May, 
1980. 

Connecticut  has  identified,  through 
dispersion  modeling,  the  source 
categories  which  significantly  contribute 
to  the  TSP  non-attainment  problem  in 
Waterbury.  Page  483  of  the  Connecticut 
SIP  states  that,  in  the  absence  of  any 
EPA  guidance  (at  the  time  of  SIP 
development),  Connecticut  feels  that  its 
existing  regulations  represent  RACT. 
Connecticut  further  states  its  strong 
support  for  consistent  RACT 
determinations  on  preferably  a  national, 
but  minimally  a  regional  level.  In  its 
May  1, 1980  submittal,  Connecticut  has 
thus  agreed  to  review  EPA’s  RACT 
guidance  and  to  submit  by  October  15, 
1980  (or  6  months  from  receipt  of  EPA 
RACT  guidance  for  oil  burners, 
whichever  is  earlier)  on  case-by-case 
basis,  regulations  consistent  with  EPA’s 
guidance.  Connecticut  further  agree  to 
review  in  more  depth  its  regulations  for 
significant  source  categories  for  which 
EPA  has  no  RACT  guidance,  namely 
fabricated  metal  products 
manufacturing;  stone,  clay,  and  glass 
products  manufacturing;  and  textile 
mills  products  manufacturing,  to 
determine  if  the  present  regulations  still 
represent  RACT,  and  to  amend  any 
regulations  accordingly. 

(2)  Stationary  Source  Fugitive 
Emission  Controls 

In  the  December  28, 1979  submittal, 
Connecticut  also  committed  to  more 


aggressive  enforcement  of  its  stationary 
source  fugitive  emission  regulation  19- 
508-18(b),  rather  than  adopting  a  more 
stringent  regulation  as  originally 
proposed.  This  regulation  covers 
emissions  from  industrial  related 
activities  which  escape  to  the 
atmosphere  through  windows,  doors  and 
vents  rather  than  through  a  primary 
exhaust  system.  The  regulation  also 
covers  emissions  from  industrial 
activities  not  occurring  inside  of 
buildings  or  other  enclosures.  Control 
techniques  for  paved  and  unpaved 
traffic  areas,  stockpiling  activities,  and 
material  loading  and  handling  activities 
are  specified. 

(3)  Non-traditional  Source  Controls 

Since  the  TSP  reductions  from 
implementation  of  the  revised 
regulations  outlined  above  will  be 
insufficient  to  achieve  compliance  with 
the  primary  TSP  standard,  Connecticut 
focused  on  control  of  non-traditional 
sources.  However,  knowledge  of  the 
behavior  and  control  of  these  sources  is 
incomplete.  Connecticut  has  committed 
to  investigate  and  evaluate  control 
strategies  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Waterbury  trailer  and  has  stated  that 
once  a  method  is  determined  for 
bringing  the  area  around  the  trailer  into 
compliance,  similar  control  strategies 
will  be  employed  city-wide  to  bring  the 
remaining  area  into  attainment. 

At  present,  there  is  no  documented 
method  available  for  reducing  motor 
vehicle-related  particulate  emissions  by 
a  specified  amount  (other  than  reducing 
vehicle  miles  travelled).  However,  the 
SIP  revision  narrative  states  that  DEP  is 
planning  to  investigate  the  various 
possibilities.  As  described  earlier, 
several  studies  are  being  conducted 
which  will  help  characterize  the 
contribution  to  STP  levels  resulting  from 
motor  vehicle-related  emissions. 
Preliminary  analysis  by  DEP  of  the  data 
from  these  studies  was  expected  to  be 
completed  by  January  1, 1980.  At  that 
time,  the  DEP  and  DOT  were  to  develop 
a  pilot  study  to  investigate  possible 
methods  of  reducing  motor  vehicle- 
related  emissions,  e.g.,  traffic  controls, 
vacuum  cleaning  of  streets,  and 
alteration  of  winter  sanding/salting 
operations.  As  stated  in  the  narrative,  it 
was  hoped  that  such  a  study  could  have 
been  started  by  January  1, 1980,  and 
continued  for  one  year  from  that  date. 
Data  from  this  pilot  study  was  to  be 
analyzed  as  the  investigation 
progressed,  with  the  analysis  being 
completed  by  February  1981.  This  would 
have  allowed  time  for  control  strategies 
to  be  developed  and  any  necessary 
legislation,  regulations  and  funding  to  be 
obtained  by  January  1, 1982  at  which 
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time  the  required  control  strategies 
would  be  implemented.  With  this 
aforementioned  schedule,  primary  TSP 
standard  attainment  can  be 
demonstrated  for  1982. 

In  its  May  1, 1980  submittal, 
Connecticut  stated  that  funding 
inadequacies  precluded  conducting  the 
pilot  study.  Connecticut  further  stated 
that  it  would  develop  and  implement 
control  strategies  based  upon  three 
studies  already  completed  (a  continuous 
particulate  and  traffic  count  monitoring 
study;  a  dichotomous  sampler  study; 
and  a  Waterbury  meterorological  data 
study),  as  well  as  information  in  the 
literature  and  a  U.S.  DOT  study 
regarding  vehicle-related  particulate 
emissions.  In  its  May  1, 1980  submittal, 
Connecticut  further  stated  that  it  was 
relying  on  EPA  to  forward  the  data  from 
the  three  studies  already  undertaken  in 
a  format  amenable  to  analysis,  and 
without  such  data  could  not  complete 
the  TSP  portion  of  the  SIP.  Furthermore, 
EPA  has  learned  that  the  target  date  for 
completion  of  the  DOT  study  is  1983. 

EPA  still  needs  firm  dates  for 
Connecticut  to  develop,  adopt,  submit, 
and  implement  control  measures  in 
order  for  EPA  to  make  a  judgment  with 
reasonable  assurance  that  primary  TSP 
standards  will  be  attained  by  1982. 

Regarding  studies  to  control 
vehicular-induced  reentrainment  from 
paved  roads,  DEP  states  in  the  narrative 
that  it  “expect(s)  to  participate  jointly 
with  EPA  in  high  priority  studies  to 
quantify  appropriate  control 
technology.”  While  EPA  will  attempt  to 
investigate  promising  non-traditional 
control  measures  with  widespread 
applicability,  it  cannot  guarantee  the 
development  of  control  measures 
effective  in  all  situations.  The 
responsibility  to  develop  and  adopt 
appropriate  local  measures  belongs  to 
Connecticut. 

(4)  Control  of  Passive  Sampling  Error 

In  an  effort  to  reduce  passive 
sampling  error,  Connecticut  is 
retrofitting  its  hi-volume  samplers  with 
retractible  lids,  which  are  expected  to 
limit  the  accumulation  of  particulate 
matter  on  the  filters  when  the  samplers 
are  not  active. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
Waterbury  TSP  primary  non-attainment 
plan  conditioned  upon: 

1.  Review  of  EPA’s  RACT  guidance 
determination  of  particulate  emission 
regulations  which  represent  RACT  for 
Connecticut  sources,  and  if  necessary, 
adoption  and  implementation  of  such 
particulate  emission  regulations  or  a 
written  submittal  to  EPA  of  the  technical 
support  delineating  why  no  regulation 
change  is  necessary,  by  December  15, 


1980  for  oil  burning  boilers,  and  by 
October  15, 1980  for  asphalt  batch 
plants,  quarry  operations,  ferrous 
foundries,  non-ferrous  foundries  and 
Portland  cement  concrete  batch  plants. 

2.  Reexamination  and  reevaluation  of 
Connecticut’s  existing  particulate 
emission  regulations  for  fabricated 
metal  products  manufacturing;  stone, 
clay  and  glass  products  manufacturing; 
and  textile  mills  products 
manufacturing;  submission  to  EPA  of  a 
written  statement  summarizing  the 
findings  of  such  reevaluation,  and 
adoption  and  implementation  of  revised 
particulate  emission  regulations 
consistent  with  such  findings  by 
October  15, 1980. 

3.  Submittal  prior  to  EPA's  final 
rulemaking  action  of  firm  specific 
starting  dates  as  well  as  specific  dates 
by  which  Connecticut  has  completed  or 
will  complete  the  following: 

— Completion  of  studies  that 
characterize  the  contribution  tO'TSP 
levels  resulting  from  motor  vehicle 
related  emissions. 

— Analysis  of  the  data  from  the  motor 
vehicle-related  emissions  study. 

— Presentation  and  analysis  of  data 
relating  to  reducing  motor  vehicle 
emissions. 

— Development  of  control  strategies. 

— Adoption  of  regulations  (including 
any  necessary  legislation  and  funding) 
pursuant  to  control  strategies. 

— Implementation  of  control 
strategies. 

— Attainment  of  TSP  primary 
standards. 

c.  Demonstration  of  Attainment  and 
Reasonable  Further  Progress 

Connecticut  has  committed  to  achieve 
attainment  of  the  primary  TSP  standard 
by  1982,  and  has  provided  an  estimate  of 
needed  emission  reductions  and  how 
reasonable  further  progress  can  be 
made.  Specifically,  the  state  addressed 
the  emission  reductions  required  in  the 
5000  foot  area  encompassing  the 
Waterbury  trailer  site  where  primary 
standard  violations  have  been  recorded. 
Based  on  the  1976  and  expected  1982 
contributions  from  the  various  source 
categories,  a  22.2%  reduction  in 
particulate  emissions  from  roads  located 
within  the  5000  feet  encompassing  the 
trailer  was  estimated  as  necessary  to 
attain  the  primary  TSP  standard  by 
1982.  Since  similar  roadway  effects 
probably  exist  at  all  other  locations 
contiguous  to  major  thoroughfares, 
Connecticut’s  SIP  narrative  states  that 
once  a  method  is  determined  for 
bringing  the  area  around  the  trailer  into 
compliance  with  the  primary  TSP 
standard,  a  similar  method  can  be 
applied  throughout  Waterbury. 


For  the  purposes  of  tracking  progress 
toward  standard  attainment,  it  has  been 
assumed  that  the  motor  vehicle-related 
emissions  will  be  uniformly  reduced 
across  the  non- attainment  area  by 
22.2%,  and  is  so  stated  in  the  revision 
narrative.  This  estimate  may  warrant 
revision  when  results  from  DEP’s  studies 
are  available,  but  it  provides  a 
reasonable  current  estimate.  The  DEP 
may  qualify  the  RFP  curve  with  a 
statement  to  the  effect  that  based  on 
future  studies  carried  out  as  part  of  the 
attainment  plan,  the  emission  reductions 
required  may  be  modified,  and  the 
commitments  will  be  modified 
accordingly. 

Finally,  in  the  narrative  of  the 
revisions  submitted  on  December  28, 

1979  Connecticut  commits  to  track 
progress  toward  attainment  the  primary 
NAAQS  for  TSP,  and  report  it  to  EPA  on 
an  annual  basis  using  inventory  updates 
and  new  source  permits. 

Proposed  Action;  EPA  is  proposing  to 
approve  this  portion  of  the  SIP  revisions. 

5.  Request  for  18  Month  Extension  to 
Prepare  Secondary  Standard  Attainment 
Plan 

Statewide  annual  average  modeling 
and  limited  short  term  modeling  have 
indicated  that  traditional  sources  do  not 
contribute  substantially  to  TSP 
violations  and  that  the  application  of 
RACT  to  stationary  sources  will  not  be 
sufficient  to  attain  the  secondary  TSP 
standard  statewide.  Moreover,  the  DEP 
has  shown  that  RACT  would  not  even 
be  sufficient  to  meet  the  primary 
standard  in  Waterbury.  Nevertheless, 
page  483  of  the  June  27, 1979  submittal 
states  Connecticut's  belief  that,  in  the 
absence  of  EPA  guidance,  its  existing 
regulations  represent  RACT.  The  May  1, 

1980  submittal  further  commits  to  the 
statewide  adoption  of  RACT  for  six 
specific  source  categories  on  a  case  by 
case  basis,  consistent  with  EPA 
guidance,  by  October  15, 1980.  Lastly, 
the  May  1, 1980  submittal  also  commits 
the  state  to  reexamine  existing  RACT 
regulations  for  all  other  significantly 
contributing  source  categories  and  to 
amend  them  as  necessary  by  October 
15, 1980. 

The  state’s  analyses  have  also 
demonstrated  that  non-traditional 
sources  are  large  contributors  to  TSP 
levels  in  Connecticut.  The  data  which 
will  be  obtained  from  additional  special 
studies,  outlined  in  the  plan  document, 
will  be  useful  in  determining  appropriate 
control  strategies  for  non-traditional 
sources  such  that  the  secondary  TSP 
standard  will  be  met  statewide  as 
expeditiously  as  practicable.  In  order  to 
complete  these  studies  and  formulate 
appropriate  control  strategies. 
Connecticut  has  requested  an  18-month 
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extension,  until  January  of  1981,  for  the 
development  of  the  state's  secondary 
TSP  standard  attainment  plan. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
request  for  an  18-month  extension  to 
prepare  a  secondary  TSP  standard 
attainment  plan.  Since  the  statutory  date 
by  which  states  were  required  to  submit 
an  attainment  plan  to  EPA  is  January  1, 
1979,  the  additional  18-month  time 
period  extends  the  statutory  plan 
submission  date  to  July  1,1980,  and  not 
January  of  1981  as  requested  by  the 
state. 

C.  New  Source  Permit  Program 

To  satisfy  the  requirements  of  Part  D, 
a  preconstruction  review  program  must 
assure  that  permits  for  proposed  major 
sources  and  major  modifications  located 
in  or  significantly  impacting  non¬ 
attainment  areas  may  be  issued  only  if 
the  following  conditions  of  Section  173 
of  the  Act  are  satisfied: 

1.  The  proposed  major  source  or  major 
modification  is  accommodated  by  one  or 
both  of  the  following  approaches: 

(A)  There  are  sufficient  case-by-case 
offsetting  emission  reductions  (offsets) 
and  other  emission  reductions  required 
under  the  SIP,  so  that  allowable 
emissions  from  all  sources  when  the 
proposed  major  source  or  major 
modification  is  to  commence  operation 
represent  reasonable  further  progress;  or 

(B)  Emissions  resulting  from  the 
proposed  major  source  or  major 
modification  are  accommodated  by  the 
emissions  growth  allowance  for  major 
new  sources. 

2.  Any  emission  reductions  required 
under  paragraph  (A)  must  be  legally 
binding  and  enforceable  before  the 
permit  may  be  issued. 

3.  The  proposed  major  source  or  major 
modification  must  comply  with  the 
lowest  achievable  emission  rate  (LAER) 
as  the  term  is  defined  in  Section  171(3) 
of  the  Act. 

4.  All  major  sources  in  the  state 
owned  or  operated  by  the  owner  or 
operator  of  the  proposed  major  source 
or  major  modification  (or  by  any  entity 
controlling,  controlled  by,  or  under 
common  control  with  such  person)  must 
be  in  compliance  (or  on  a  schedule  for 
compliance)  with  the  Act. 

Description  of  Connecticut’s  Permit 
Program  for  Compliance  with  Section 
173  of  the  Clean  Air  Act: 

Connecticut  has  chosen  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  Section  173(1)  by  using 
a  combination  of  the  two  allowable 
approaches.  Specifically,  Connecticut 
will  require  case  by  case  emission 
offsets  of  new  and  modified  major 
stationary  sources  of  particulate  matter 


and  carbon  monoxide,  while  applying 
the  accommodative  growth  margin 
approach  for  new  and  modified  major 
stationary  hydrocarbon  sources. 

1.  Section  173(1)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
requires  that  emissions  from  proposed 
new  or  modified  major  stationary 
sources  be  either  offset  or  included  in  a 
growth  margin  projected  by  the  state. 
Connecticut’s  regulations  19— 50S— 3(1)(1) 
and  19— 508— 3(l)(3)(ii)  satisfy  this 
requirement. 

Section  173(1)(A)  of  the  Act  applies  to 
every  major  source  locating  where  the 
NAAQS  is  being  violated  regardless  of 
the  significance  of  its  ambient  air 
impact.  The  Act  defines  a  new  or 
modified  major  stationary  source  as  one 
having  the  potential  to  emit  one  hundred 
(100)  tons  per  year  or  more  of  any 
regulated  pollutant.  Connecticut’s 
regulations  apply  to  any  new  or 
modified  major  stationary  source  with 
potential  emissions  of  100  tons  per  year 
and  allowable  emissions  of  fifty  (50) 
tons  per  year,  one  thousand  (1000) 
pounds  per  day,  or  100  pounds  per  hour. 
This  means  that  new  and  modified 
major  stationary  sources  whose 
allowable  emissions  are  less  than  the 
amounts  stated  above,  and  which  would 
otherwise  be  subject  under  the  federal 
applicability  definition  (by  having 
potential  emissions  of  100  tons  per  year) 
would  be  exempt  from  Connecticut’s 
regulations  and  thereby  not  required  to 
secure  offsetting  emission  reductions. 
Connecticut’s  regulation  19-508- 
3(l)(3)(ii)(g)  also  exempts  from  securing 
offsets  any  source  whose  ambient  air 
quality  impact  would  not  be  significant. 
These  exceptions  are  acceptable  under 
Section  173(1)(B)  of  the  Act  if  the 
emissions  from  such  excepted  sources 
have  been  considered  and  included  in 
the  growth  margin  used  to  develop  the 
RFP  line  for  the  applicable  non¬ 
attainment  pollutants. 

In  its  May  1, 1980  submittal, 
Connecticut  amended  its  SIP  revision 
narrative  to  state  that  the  emissions 
from  new  or  modified  major  stationary 
sources  whose  impact  on  ambient  air 
quality  is  insignificant;  from  new  or 
modified  major  stationary  sources  with 
allowable  emissions  less  than  50  tons 
per  year,  1000  pounds  per  day,  100 
pounds  per  hour,  and  from  new  minor 
sources  were  taken  into  account  and 
included  in  the  state’s  growth  allowance 
for  particulate  matter  and  carbon 
monoxide  thereby  not  interfering  with 
RFP  for  these  pollutants. 

Section  173(1)(A)  requires  the 
permitting  agency  to  determine  that 
total  allowable  emissions  from  the 
proposed  new  source,  from  existing 
sources  in  the  region,  and  from  minor 
sources  at  the  time  of  start-up  of  the 


proposed  source  will  be  less  than  total 
allowable  emissions  allowed  by  the  SIP 
from  existing  sources. 

Connecticut’s  regulation  19-508- 
3(l)(3)(ii)(h)  states  that  offsets  are  to  be 
“transacted  on  a  pounds  per  hour  actual 
basis.”  In  its  May  1, 1980  submittal, 
Connecticut  agreed  to  amend  this  . 
regulation  by  September  15, 1980  to 
require  offsets  to  be  “transacted  on  an 
allowable  basis.”  In  an  April  25, 1980 
public  hearing,  Connecticut  proposed  an 
amendment  to  regulation  19-508-3 
which  would  require  offsets  to  be 
transacted  on  an  allowable  rather  than 
actual  basis.  If  this  amendment  is 
adopted,  it  would  satisfy  section 
173(1)(A)  of  the  Act.  Furthermore,  in  its 
May  1, 1980  submittal,  Connecticut 
amended  its  SIP  narrative  to  state  that 
the  allowable  emissions  of  an  existing 
source  or  sources  must  be  reduced  in 
order  to  offset  the  emissions  that  a  new 
source  or  modification  will  be  allowed 
to  emit.  The  narrative  defines 
“allowable  emissions”  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  federal  definition, 
and  further  states  that  the  emission 
reductions  offered  for  offset  credit  must 
go  beyond  the  current  SIP  limitations, 
must  be  greater  than  one  to  one  and  that 
they  must  produce  a  net  air  quality 
improvement. 

Connecticut’s  regulation  19-508- 
3(l)(l)(vi)  exempts  resource  recovery 
facilities  from  new  source  review 
requirements  in  a  manner  inconsistent 
with  the  federal  exemptions.  In  the 
General  Preamble  (44  FR  20372),  EPA 
inteprets  the  Act  to  provide  for  the  same 
types  of  exemptions  as  provided  for 
under  EPA’s  Emission  Offset 
Interpretative  Ruling  (EOIR).  In  its  May 
1, 1980  submittal,  Connecticut  agreed  to 
amend  regulation  19— 508— 3(l)(l)(vi)  by 
September  15, 1980,  to  reflect  the  same 
conditions  under  which  EPA  allows  for 
such  exemptions  as  specified  in  EPA’s 
EOIR  (43  FR  20380).  In  an  April  25, 1980 
public  hearing,  Connecticut  proposed 
amendments  to  regulation  19-508-3 
which  satisfied  this.  However, 
Connecticut  must  additionally  agree  that 
if  it  exempted  a  resource  recovery 
facility  in  a  non-attainment  area  from 
securing  offsets,  no  further  permits  for 
major  stationary  sources  may  be  issued 
until  the  deficit  is  made  up  by  either 
additional  offsets  or  a  SIP  revision  to 
provide  additional  control  of  existing 
sources. 

Regulation  19— 508— 3(l)(3)(ii)(e)  states, 
“if  an  emission  reduction  committed  to 
is  in  excess  of  the  minimum  required  to 
produce  the  necessary  reduction  which 
would  authorize  construction,  the  excess 
reduction  will  be  eligible  for 
consideration  as  a  future  offset  for  the 
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applicant  or  subsequent  holder  of  such 
offset  rights."  EPA’s  EOIR  (44  FR  3285) 
allows  the  owner  of  an  existing  source 
that  reduces  its  emissions  to  "bank”  any 
resulting  reductions  beyond  those 
required  by  the  SIP  for  use  under  the 
EOIR,  even  if  none  of  the  offsets  are 
immediately  applied  to  a  new  source 
permit.  Further,  the  EOIR  allows  new 
sources  which  obtain  offsets  beyond 
those  required  to  obtain  a  permit  and 
not  interfere  with  RFP  to  “bank"  such 
reductions  to  provide  offsets  for  a 
source  seeking  a  permit  in  the  future. 

The  EOIR  specifies  that  to  preserve 
“banked”  offsets,  the  reviewing 
authority  should  identify  them  in  either 
a  SIP  revision  or  a  permit,  and  establish 
rules  as  to  how  and  when  they  may  be 
used. 

In  its  May  1, 1980  submittal, 

Connecticut  included  a  written  policy 
for  using  reserved  emission  reductions, 
as  defined  by  Regulation  19-508- 
3(l)(3)(ii)(e),  for  offset  credits. 
Connecticut’s  policy  stated  that  such 
reserved  emissions  will  be  assumed  to 
retain  certain  operating  characteristics 
exhibited  by  the  source  of  the  emission 
reduction.  These  characteristics  will 
include  the  source's  normal  operating 
hours,  location,  stack  height,  normal 
stack  gas  temperature,  and  normal  stack 
gas  flow  rate.  The  user  of  the  reserved 
emissions  must  demonstrate  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Commissioner  not 
only  that  the  source  of  the  reserved 
emission  exhibited  these  characteristics 
at  the  time  the  emission  reduction  was 
accomplished,  but  also  that  the  emission 
reduction  was  actually  accomplished. 
When  this  is  done,  these  reserved 
emissions  can  be  treated  like  any  other 
emission  reduction  proposed  for  offset 
credit.  No  emission  reduction  or  part 
thereof  may  be  used  more  than  once  for 
offset  credit.  To  ensure  this  the 
Commissioner  will  maintain  a  file  of  all 
emission  reductions  that  have  been 
accepted  for  offset  credit.  The 
Connecticut  policy  further  states  that  no 
offset  credit  will  be  allowed  for  an 
emission  reduction  which  was 
accomplished  before  August  7, 1977.  The ' 
narrative  portion  of  the  Connecticut  SIP 
also  states,  however,  that  the  fact  that 
emission  reductions  accomplished  prior 
to  the  date  of  a  permit  application  may 
be  accepted  for  use  as  offset  credit 
should  not  be  construed  to  mean  that 
Connecticut  will  establish  a  formal 
“emission  offset  banking  system.”  The 
narrative  states  that  current  emission 
reductions  which  may  be  eligible  for 
offset  credit  today  will  not  be 
“validated”  by  the  Air  Compliance  Unit 
and  “banked”  for  future  use. 


Though  Connecticut  will  not  commit 
to  establishing  a  “formal  banking 
system,”  regulation  19—508—3(1)  (3)  (ii) (e) 
together  with  the  amended  SIP  narrative 
of  May  1, 1980  provide  that  only 
emission  reductions  demonstrated  to  be 
beyond  those  required  by  the  SIP 
control  strategy  are  eligible  for 
consideration  as  offset  credits.  Further, 
the  Connecticut  SIP  narrative  of  May  1, 
1980  states  that  emission  reductions 
committed  for  use  as  offset  credits  must 
be  incorporated  into  a  revised  permit  or 
other  legally  enforceable  document,  and 
that  as  further  assurance  that  emission 
offsets  will  be  legally  binding,  all 
emission  reductions  used  as  external 
(inter-source)  offsets  will  be  submitted 
to  EPA  as  a  SIP  revision.  EPA  proposes 
to  approve  Connecticut  regulation  19- 
508— 3(l)(3)(ii)(e)  for  reserving  offsets  as 
the  use  of  such  offsets  under  the 
Connecticut  plan  is  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  EPA’s  EOIR.  However, 

EPA  is  presently  developing  an  agency 
policy  on  emission  offset  banking  and 
trading.  In  the  event  that  EPA 
promulgates  regulations  specifying 
requirements  for  state  banking  plans, 
Connecticut  would  have  nine  months  to 
amend  its  SIP  regarding  the  use  of 
reserved  emissions,  defined  by 
regulation  19— 508— 3(l)(3)(ii)(e),  as 
necessary  to  satisfy  such  regulations. 

2.  Section  173(2)  of  the  Act  stipulates 
that  a  new  or  modified  major  stationary 
source  must  comply  with  LAER.  This 
requirement  is  generally  satisfied  by 
Connecticut  regulation  19— 508— 3(l)(3)(i) 
which  states  that  any  new  source  or 
modification  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  section  shall  comply  with  LAER  if  it 
has  a  significant  impact  c*i  a  non¬ 
attainment  area.  This  provision 
therefore  excludes  from  LAER 
requirements  those  new  or  modified 
major  stationary  sources  in  non¬ 
attainment  areas  with  insignificant 
impacts. 

While  this  appears  inconsistent  with 
the  federal  applicability  criteria  of 
requiring  LAER  on  a  case  by  case  basis 
of  all  new  and  modified  major 
stationary  sources  in  non-attainment 
areas,  Connecticut  has  assumed,  as 
explained  in  its  May  1, 1980  submittal, 
that  any  new  or  modified  source  large 
enough  to  be  considered  a  major  source 
and  having  no  significant  air  quality 
impact  (as  defined  in  43  FR  26398  under 
Supplementary  Information  to  Part 
52.21)  anywhere  must  be  utilizing  a 
control  strategy  consistent  with  LAER 
and  would  not  require  a  case  by  case 
review.  EPA  concurs  in  this  assumption. 

3.  Section  173(3)  stipulates  that  all 
major  sources  in  the  state  owned  or 
operated  by  the  owner  or  operator  of  a 


proposed  new  or  modified  major 
stationary  source  must  be  in  compliance 
with  the  Act.  This  requirement  is  stated 
explicitly  in  Connecticut  regulation  19- 
508— 3(l)(3)(iv). 

4.  Connecticut  regulation  19-508- 
3(l)(3)(ii)(c)  requires  that  emission 
reductions  committed  for  use  as  offset 
credits  must  be  incorporated  in  a 
revised  permit  or  other  legally 
enforceable  document.  This  regulation 
satisfies  the  provision  under  Section  173 
of  the  Act  that  any  emission  reductions 
required  as  a  precondition  of  the 
issuance  of  a  permit  under  paragraph 
(1)(A)  (of  Section  173)  shall  be  legally 
binding  before  such  permit  may  be 
issued.  As  further  assurance  that 
emission  offsets  will  be  legally  binding 
Connecticut  has  agreed  to  submit  as  SIP 
revisions  to  EPA  all  emission  reductions 
used  as  external  (inter-source)  offsets. 
Such  SIP  revisions  could  take  the  form 
of  permit  conditions  or  revised  emission 
regulations. 

5.  Connecticut  provides  for  new  and 
modified  major  stationary  sources 
which  emit  VOCs  in  an  accommodative 
growth  margin.  The  state  has  not 
sufficiently  explained  how  the 
accommodative  growth  margin  will  be 
created.  A  margin  must  be  present 
before  new  source  permitting  of  major 
VOC  sources  could  be  allowed  in  the 
absence  of  secured  offsets. 

Connecticut  has  agreed  to  submit  to 
EPA  an  amendment  to  the  narrative 
portion  of  the  revisions  explaining  fully 
how  such  a  growth  margin  for  new  and 
modified  major  VOC  sources  will  be 
created  and  maintained  consistent  with 
the  applicable  RFP  line  as  discussed 
under  Section  I.A.6,  Reasonable  Further 
Progress,  in  this  Notice. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve 
Connecticut’s  program  to  review  new 
and  modified  major  stationary  sources 
in  non-attainment  areas  conditioned 
upon  the  submission  of: 

1.  The  following  regulatory 
ammedments  to  EPA  by  September  15, 
1980: 

a.  Regulation  19— 508— 3(l)(3)(ii)(h) — 
The  word  "actual”  will  be  replaced  by 
the  word  “allowable”. 

b.  Regulation  19— 508— 3(l)(l)(vi) — The 
following  will  be  added  as  conditions  to 
the  exemptions  for  resource  recovery 
facilities: 

i.  The  applicant  demonstrates  that  it 
make  its  best  efforts  to  obtain  sufficient 
offsets 

ii.  The  applicant  applies  all  offsets 
that  are  available,  and 

iii.  The  applicant  will  continue  to  seek 
the  necessary  offsets  and  apply  them 
when  they  become  available,  and 
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2.  The  following  narrative 
amendments  prior  to  EPA’s  final 
rulemaking  action: 

a.  An  explanation  of  the  application  of 
the  growth  margin  for  hydrocarbons  to 
new  source  permit  approval. 

b.  A  commitment  that  in  the  event 
Connecticut  exempted  a  resource 
recovery  facility  in  a  non-attainment 
area  from  securing  offsets,  no  further 
permits  for  major  stationary  sources 
may  be  issued  until  the  deficit  is  made 
up  by  either  additional  offsets  or  a  SIP 
revision  to  provide  additional  control  of 
existing  sources. 

D.  Resource  Commitments 

In  its  submittals  the  state  did  not 
provide  a  description  of  the  personnel 
and  resources  that  would  be  allocated  to 
carry  out  the  proposed  SIP  revisions. 
However,  work  plans  have  been  signed 
concerning  grant  proposals  made 
pursuant  to  Section  105  and  175  of  the 
Act  which  outline  the  necessary 
personnel  and  resouces  for  future 
activities  for  all  responsible  state  and 
local  agencies. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  this 
portion  of  the  SIP  revisions. 

E.  Evidence  of  Public,  Local,  and  State 
Involvement 

In  March  of  1978,  the  governor  ■ 
designated  the  DEP,  ConnDOT  and  the 
sixteen  MPOs  in  the  state  as  leads  in 
various  aspects  of  developing  SIP 
revision  elements.  The  state  Office  of 
Policy  and  Management  was  designated 
arbiter  should  policy  differences  arise. 
Responsibilities  were  delegated 
according  to  a  “consensus  among  the 
various  participating  agencies”. 
Alternative  carbon  monoxide  and  ozone 
strategies  developed  by  these  agencies 
will  be  consolidated  by  the  state  into  a 
list  of  control  measures  to  be  presented 
to  the  public,  local  elected  officials,  the 
General  Assembly  and  the  governor. 

Public  participation  activities  to  date 
have  focused  on  the  SIP  Revision 
Advisory  Committee,  Project  Impact  and 
a  comprehensive  citizen’s  summary  of 
the  revisions.  The  June  27, 1979  SIP 
revisions  contain  a  solid  outline  of  a 
future  public  participation  plan. 
However,  the  plan  lacks  detail,  program 
problem  identification,  and  public 
participatory  objectives  and  techniques. 
Further,  public  participation  activities 
for  the  I/M  program  are  not  detailed. 

In  a  letter  dated  May  1, 1980  the  state, 
pursuant  to  requirements  contained  in 
its  FY80  program  grant  under  Section 
105  of  the  Act,  has  committed  to  develop 
and  submit  to  EPA  by  June  1, 1980, 
additional  revisions  to  its  SIP 
containing:  a  commitment  to  develop 


and  implement  an  annual  work  plan, 
according  to  national  guidelines  for 
public  participation  and  subsequent 
evaluation  of  that  plan;  an  identification 
of  resources  allocated  to  the  program, 
and;  provisions  for  complying  with  the 
Public  Notification  (Section  127) 
requirements  of  the  Act  Additionally, 
the  state  has  committed  to  submit  by 
June  1, 1980  its  initial  annual  public 
participation  work  plan. 

Section  172(b)(9)(A)  and  (B)  of  the  Act 
require  an  analysis  of  the  air  quality, 
health,  welfare,  economic,  energy  and 
social  effects  of  the  SIP  revisions  and  a 
summary  of  public  comment.  The  state 
has  provided  this  on  a  project  by  project 
basis.  Although  it  lacks  detail  and  no 
separate  summary  of  public  comment 
was  provided,  EPA  believe  that  the 
requirements  of  Section  172(b)(9)(A)  and 
(B)  have  been  satisfied. 

In  response  to  the  Notice  of 
Availability  published  on  July  10, 1979 
(44  FR  40360)  EPA  has  received  a 
comment  from  the  City  of  New  Haven 
concerning  the  state’s  compliance  with 
Sections  121  and  174  of  the  Act  in 
revising  its  SIP.  EPA’s  proposed  action 
on  consultation  (Section  121)  is 
discussed  in  Part  II,  D  of  this  proposed 
rulemaking  Notice.  EPA  will  co-sponsor 
a  public  meeting  on  the  Connecticut  SIP 
revisions.  This  meeting  is  announced  in 
the  Summary  and  Background  sections 
of  this  Notice. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
public,  local  and  state  involvement  to 
date  EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
state’s  commitment  to  provide  plans  for 
future  participation  efforts. 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
identification  and  analysis  of  the  health, 
welfare,  economic,  energy,  and  social 
effects  of  the  revisions  required  by  • 
Section  172(b)(9)(A)  and  (B). 

F.  Adoption  After  Notice  and  Hearing 

Hearings  were  held  in  five  locations 
during  the  second  week  of  January,  1979, 
after  30  days  public  notice.  The 
implementing  regulations  were 
approved  by  the  Legislative  Regulations 
Review  Committee  on  August  2, 1979. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  this 
portion  of  the  SIP  revisions. 

G.  Source  Surveillance,  Source 
Monitoring,  Recordkeeping,  and 
Reporting 

As  a  legal  mechanism  for  the 
enforcement  of  the  attainment  plan, 
Connecticut  refers  to  Regulation  19-508- 
4  (requirements  for  installing, 
maintaining,  and  operating  smoke  and 
opacity  monitors)  and  to  Regulation  19- 
508-5  (stack  emission  testing 


requirements).  Revisions  to  these 
regulations  were  submitted  to  EPA  on 
November  7, 1977,  for  approval,  but 
these  have  not  yet  been  incorporated  in 
the  federally-approved  SIP.  Since  the 
enforceability  of  the  state’s  1979 
attainment  plan  relies,  in  part,  on  these 
regulations,  EPA  is  including  action 
herein  on  these  revisions. 

Regulation  19-508-4  has  been 
rewritten  in  its  entirety  to  clarify  the 
requirements  for  source  monitoring, 
recordkeeping,  and  reporting.  In 
addition,  the  requirements  are  eased  for 
certain  sources.  EPA  source  surveillance 
requirements  which  must  be 
incorporated  in  an  approvable  SIP  are 
specified  in  40  CFR  51.19,  and  in 
Appendix  P  of  40  CFR  Part  51.  Although 
the  continuous  monitoring  aspect  of 
Connecticut’s  proposed  regulation  is  not 
entirely  consistent  with  EPA 
requirements  (e.g.,  continuous 
monitoring  requirements  do  not  apply  to 
all  required  source  categories,  reporting 
requirements  are  not  sufficently  detailed 
and  monitor  performance  specifications 
of  Appendix  B  of  40  CFR  Part  60,  New 
Source  Performance  Standards,  are  not 
included  or  referenced),  it  does  satisfy 
40  CFR  51.19,  in  part. 

Connecticut’s  revision  to  Regulation 
19-508-5  makes  technical  amendments 
to  the  sampling  and  emission  testing 
methods  based  on  EPA 
recommendations.  Also,  the 
requirements  for  stack  testing,  including 
subject  sources,  are  more  clearly  stated, 
and  recordkeeping  and  reporting 
requirements  are  eliminated.  These 
amendments  satisfy  EPA  requirements 
for  source  surveillance  in  40  CFR 
51.19(b)  and  are  consistent  with  test 
methods  in  Appendix  A  of  40  CFR  Part 
60.  Connecticut  has  corrected 
deficiencies  which  previously  hampered 
enforcement  of  this  regulation. 

Finally,  Connecticut  has  submitted 
changes  to  subsection  (a)(9)  of 
Regulation  19-508-19  which  were 
necessitated  by  the  above  changes  to 
Regulation  19-508-4.  Adoption  of  this 
subsection  by  DEP  was  intended  to 
exempt  certain  coal  burning  sources 
from  the  smoke  and  opacity  monitoring 
requirements  (as  in  Regulation  19-508-4) 
and  from  the  sulfur  in  ftiel  requirements 
of  subsection  (a)(2)(i)  of  Regulation  19- 
508-19.  However,  subsection  (a)(9), 
adopted  in  November,  1975,  by  the 
Connecticut  DEP  has  not  been  submitted 
to  EPA  as  a  SIP  revision  and  is  not  part 
of  the  presently  approved  SIP. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
revisions  to  Regulation  19-508-4.  This 
proposed  approval  does  not  relieve  the 
state  of  its  responsibility  to  continue  to 
develop  regulations  which  meet  the 
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remaining  requirements  of  Section  51.19 
and  Appendix  P  of  40  CFR  Part  51. 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve  the 
revisions  to  Regulation  19-508-5. 

EPA  is  proposing  to  take  no  action  on 
amendments  to  subsection  (a)(9)  of 
Regulation  19-508-19. 

II.  General  SIP  Measures 

A.  New  Source  Ambient  Impact 
Analysis  Guideline 

Connecticut’s  SIP  revisions  include  a 
new  source  ambient  impact  analysis 
guideline  which  outlines  the  procedural 
and  technical  requirements  which  must 
be  followed  in  evaluating  the  air  quality 
impact  of  all  major  new  sources.  The 
guideline  is  intended  to  ensure 
continued  compliance  with  NAAQS, 
with  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (PSD)  increment 
consumption,  and  with  RFP. 

EPA  has  a  number  of  concerns  about 
the  adequacy  of  the  state’s  new  source 
review  procedure.  Most  notable  of  these 
are  the  lack  of  a  good  engineering 
practice  (GEP)  stack  height  analysis 
requirement  for  larger  sources,  including 
evaluation  of  the  potential  impact  of 
building  downwash  on  ambient 
concentrations,  the  lack  .of  analyses  for 
averaging  times  other  than  24  hours,  [3- 
hour  sulfur  dioxide  (SO»)  and  annual 
S02,  TSP],  and  the  total  omission  on 
nitrogen  oxide  (NOJ  and  CO  stationary 
source  impacts  from  discussion. 

In  addition  to  the  above  noted 
procedural  deficiencies,  the  guideline 
falls  short  technically  in  that 
Connecticut  has  not  shown  that  the 
screening  technique  which  DEP 
proposes  to  follow  is  equivalent,  in 
effect,  to  the  techniques  outlined  in 
EPA’s  Air  Quality  Maintenance 
Planning  Series,  Volume  10:  Procedures 
for  Evaluating  Air  Quality  Impacts  of 
New  Stationary  Sources.  DEP  must 
demonstrate  the  conservatism  of  its 
technique  by  comparing  results  from 
specific  analyses  with  actual  air  quality 
measurements,  results  obtained  by  the 
Volume  10  method,  or  perhaps,  refined 
analyses  based  on  historical 
meteorological  data  (e.g.,  CRSTER  or 
RAM).  Furthermore,  no  refined  analysis 
techniques  are  included  in  the  gudeline. 

Regarding  Connecticut’s  stationary 
source  stack  height  guideline,  EPA  does 
not  object  to  DEP’s  inclusion  of  this 
guideline  in  the  Connecticut  new  source 
review  procedure  for  smaller  sources. 
But  the  guideline  is  often  inconsistent 
with  EPA’s  GEP  requirements  (44  FR 
2608)  and,  as  such,  does  not  provide 
acceptable  review  procedures  for  major 
new  sources. 

Proposed  Action: 


EPA  is  proposing  to  take  no  action  on 
Connecticut’s  new  source  ambient 
impact  analysis  guideline.  In  its 
December  28, 1979  submittal,  the  DEP 
has  responded  to  these  concerns;  EPA  is 
presently  reviewing  that  submittal.  Once 
EPA  completes  its  review,  it  will 
propose  action  on  these  guidelines  in  a 
separate  Federal  Register  Notice. 

B.  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (PSD) 

Section  160-169  in  Pact  C  and  Section 
110(a)(2)(D)  of  the  Act  establish 
limitations  on  the  deterioration  of  air 
quality  in  those  parts  of  the  nation 
where  the  air  quality  is  better  than 
required  by  NAAQS. 

The  amount  of  deterioration  permitted 
is  quantified  by  a  table  of  air  quality 
increments  which  appears  in  Section  163 
of  the  Act.  In  effect,  increments 
represent  the  amount  of  pollution  that 
can  be  tolerated  by  an  area  without 
significantly  deteriorating  the  clean  air 
status  of  the  area. 

A  principal  means  of  protecting  the 
increments  is  the  review  and  regulation 
of  new  growth.  At  present  EPA  is 
operating  a  federal  permit  system 
designed  to  protect  the  increments  and 
will  continue  to  do  so  until  the  state 
adopts  an  equivalent  program. 
Regulations  specifying  requirements  for 
approvable  state  plans  are  found  at  40 
CFR,  Section  51.24  as  published  June  19, 
1978  (43  FR  26380  to  26388). 1 

The  state  of  Connecticut  has  chosen 
not  to  submit  regulations  concerning  the 
prevention  of  significant  deterioration  at 
this  time. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  take  no  action  at 
this  time. 

C.  Permit  Fees — Section  110(a)(2)(K) 
of  the  Act  requires  each  state  to  institute 
a  fee  system  for  those  sources  applying 
for  a  permit  to  cover  the  administrative 
cost  of  reviewing  permit  applications  as 
well  as  thse  incurred  in  monitoring  and 
enforcing  the  permit  conditions. 

The  state  has  not  instituted  nor  has 
EPA  published  guidance  regarding 
permit  fees. 

Proposed  Action:  None  at  this  time. 

D.  Intergovernmental  Consultation — 
Section  121  requires  a  state  to  provide  a 
stasfactory  process  for  consultation  with 
local  governments  and  federalland 
managers  on  the  development  of  the  SIP 
revisions. 

EPA  published  regulations  concerning 
intergovernmental  consultation  on  June 
18, 1979  (44  CFR  35176).  The  state  and 
EPA  have  agreed  to  merge  the 


1  EPA  is  amending  the  PSD  regulations  in 
response  to  Alabama  Power  Company  v.  Costle  No. 
78-1006  (December  14, 1979). 


requirements  of  this  regulation  with  the 
continuing  plan  to  include  the  public 
and  local  and  state  officials  in  the 
development  of  future  SIP  revisions.  A 
SIP  revision  on  this  process  will  be 
submitted  to  EPA  by  June  1, 1980  (see 
Section  I.E. — Evidence  of  Public,  Local 
and  State  Involvement  in  this  Notice). 

Proposed  Action:  None  at  this  time. 

E.  Stack  Height — Section  123  of  the 
act  requires  that  the  degree  of  emission 
limitation  may  not  be  affected  by  stack 
height  in  excess  of  good  engineering 
practice  or  by  dispersion  techniques. 
EPA  proposed  stack  height  regulations 
on  January  12, 1979  but  has  not  yet 
promulgated  die  regulations. 

Proposed  Action:  None  at  this  time. 

F.  Interstate  Pollution — Section  126 
requires  states  to  identify  existing  major 
sources  which  may  significantly 
contribute  to  air  pollution  levels  and 
provide  written  notice  to  nearby  states. 
In  addition,  it  must  do  the  same  for  any 
proposed  major  new  stationary  source. 

On  October  27, 1977  the  DEP  wrote  to 
officials  of  Massachusetts,  Rhode 
Island,  New  Hampshire  and  Vermont  as 
well  as  New  York,  New  Jersey,  and 
Pennsylvania  listing  major  sources  and 
indicating  that  they  may  contribute  to 
pollution  levels  in  those  states. 

However,  the  SIP  revisions  make  no 
reference  to  notifying  nearby  states  of 
proposed  new  major  stationary  sources 
which  might  exacerbate  their  air 
pollution. 

Proposed  Action:  None  at  this  time. 

G.  Public  Notification — Section  127 
requires  each  state  to  effect  measures  to 
notify  the  public  on  a  regular  basis  of 
instances  or  areas  in  which  any  primary 
standard  is  exceeded  and  to  enhance 
public  awareness  of  measures  which 
can  prevent  the  standards  from  being 
exceeded. 

On  May  10, 1979  EPA  promulgated 
regulatins  concerning  public 
notification.  Connecticut  has  committed 
to  submit  these  requirements  as  part  of 
the  plan  to  include  the  public  and  local 
and  state  officials  in  the  development  of 
future  SIP  revisions  (see  Section  I.E. — 
Evidence  of  Public,  Local  and  State 
Involvement  in  this  Notice.) 

Proposed  Action:  None  at  this  time. 

H.  Monitoring — Section  110(a)(2)(C) 
and  Section  319  of  the  Act  require  a 
comprehensive  air  quality  monitoring 
network. 

The  Connecticut  proposal  does  not 
meet  the  requirements  of  regulations 
recently  promulgated  by  the  Agency 
concerning  monitoring  networks.  A 
revised  program  incorporating  these 
provisions  must  be  submitted  to  EPA. 

Proposed  Action:  None  at  this  time. 

I.  Conflict  of  Interest — Section  128 
requires  that  any  existing  state  board 
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which  is  empowered  to  approve  or 
enforce  permits  required  under  the  Act 
must  have  as  a  majority  members  who 
represent  the  public  interest.  Any 
members  with  any  potential  conflict  of 
interest  must  disclose  that  fact.  The 
Connecticut  submittal  does  not  address 
this  provision. 

Proposed  Action:  None  at  this  time. 

j.  AQCR  Boundary  Changes — 
Connecticut  has  requested  that  a  minor 
change  be  made  in  the  boundaries  of 
AQCRs  43  and  44.  This  adjustment 
would  remove  the  towns  of  New 
Milford,  Sherman  and  Bridgewater  from 
AQCR  44  and  placed  them  in  AQCR  43. 
The  change  would  bring  all  of 
Connecticut’s  AQCR  boundaries  into 
conformity  with  existing  state  RPA 
boundaries,  thereby  facilitating  the 
implementation  and  enforcement  of 
control  strategies. 

Proposed  Action:  EPA  is  proposing  to 
approve  this  portion  of  the  revisions. 

K.  Stage  I  Vapor  Recovery  and  I/M 
Proposed  Promulgation — On  November 
29, 1977  (42  FR  60753-60701)  EPA 
proposed  to  promulgate  federal 
regulations  to  address  Stage  I  vapor 
recovery  and  inspection/maintenance. 
AT  that  time,  regulations  concerning 
these  issues  had  not  received  legislative 
approval  in  Connecticut,  and  had  not 
been  submitted  to  EPA. 

The  1977  amendments  to  the  Clean 
Air  Act  contained  new  requirements  for 
non-attainment  areas  necessitating 
revisions  in  the  Connecticut  SIP.  In  its 
submittals  to  EPA,  the  state  included  a 
Stage  I  vapor  recovery  regulation  and  an 
I/M  program  which  have  been  accepted 
by  the  legislature,  and  which  provide  for 
the  attainment  and  maintenance  of  the 
CO  standard.  It  is  thus  unnecessary  for 
EPA  to  promulgate  federal  regulations 
as  to  these  two  issues. 

Proposed  Action:  EPA  is  proposing  to 
withdraw  the  proposed  rulemaking 
addressing  Stage  I  vapor  recovery  and 
I/M  published  at  42  FR  60753. 

L.  Withdraw  of  Connecticut’s  Indirect 
Source  Regulation — EPA  is  proposing  to 
approve  Connecticut’s  withdrawal  of  its 
indirect  source  regulation  (ISR)  and  to 
approve  the  state’s  revised  ISR  which 
the  state  uses  to  provide  for  conformity 
review  in  the  transportation  planning 
process  as  has  been  discussed  above. 

A  short  history  of  the  requirements  for 
ISR  programs  provides  background  for 
the  present  situation.  In  response  to  the 
decision  in  NRDC  v.  EPA,  475  F2d.  968 
(D.C.  Cir.  1973),  EPA  published 
regulations  requiring  SIPs  to  contain  ISR 
programs.  In  1974  EPA  promulgated 
federal  ISR  regulations  that  were  to  take 
effect  in  any  state  that  did  not  have  an 
approved  program.  The  regulations 
provided  that  beginning  on  January  1, 
1975  no  new  construction  of  indirect 
sources  was  to  begin  without  a  permit 


from  EPA  or  a  state.  In  reaction  to  EPA’s 
regulations,  Congress  in  1974  and 
subsequent  years  attached  riders  to 
EPA's  appropriations  bills  prohibiting 
the  Agency  from  spending  funds  to 
implement  ISR  regulations.  In  1975  EPA 
suspended  the  ISR  regulations.  States 
were  still  free  to  submit  ISR  programs  as 
part  of  their  SIPs.  The  1977  Clean  Air 
Act  Amendments  codified  this  approach 
in  section  110(a)(5)(A)  which  allows 
SIPs  to  contain  ISR  programs,  but 
prohibits  EPA  from  requiring  them. 
Section  110(a)(5)(A)(iii)  allows  states  to 
revise  an  approved  SIP  to  revoke  an  ISR 
program  provided  the  SIP  meets  the 
requirements  of  section  110. 

On  December  0, 1979,  in  Manchester 
Environmental  Coalition  v.  EPA,  No.  79- 
4062  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Second  Circuit  vacated  and  remanded 
EPA’s  approval  of  Connecticut’s  SIP 
revision  revoking  portions  of  its  indirect 
source  review  program.  The  basis  of  this 
decision  was  the  Court's  holding  that 
Section  110(a)(5)(A)(iii)  requires  the 
Agency  to  insure  that  a  state’s  SIP 
revision  revoking  an  indirect  source 
program  meets  both  the  procedural  and 
substantive  requirements  of  Section  110. 
The  Court  rejected  EPA’s  argument  that 
Congress  intended  to  allow  a  state  to 
revoke  its  indirect  source  program 
without  substantive  review  by  EPA. 

The  Court  remanded  the  indirect 
source  SIP  revision  to  EPA  with  the 
strong  suggestion  that  the  appropriate 
procedure  would  be  to  treat  it  as  part  of 
Connecticut’s  Part  D  submission, 
concluding  that  an  EPA  approval  of  this 
submission  would  allow  Connecticut  to 
revoke  its  indirect  source  program  while 
insuring  that  the  SIP  meets  the 
requirements  of  Section  110.  Under  the 
Part  D  process,  the  examination  is 
focused  on  whether  the  SIP  revision  as  a 
whole,  including  the  revocation  of  the 
indirect  source  program,  is  adequate  to 
comply  with  Part  D.  If  the  state’s  Part  D 
ozone  and  carbon  monoxide 
submissions  are  approved  or 
conditionally  approved  the  state’s 
request  to  drop  its  indirect  source 
program  from  its  SIP  can  also  be 
approved. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  therefore  proposing  to  approve 
the  revised  ISR,  which  applies  only  to 
highways  and  airports,  on  the  basis  that 
the  SIP,  if  approved,  will  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  Part  D  of  the  Act.  If 
EPA’s  final  decision  were  to  be  to 
disapprove  relevant  portions  of  the  SIP 
then  EPA  would  not  approve  the 
withdrawal  of  part  of  the  program  and 
would  itself  enforce  the  ISR  program. 

M.  Odor  Regulation — The  state’s  June 
27, 1979  submittal  included  amendments 
to  regulation  18-508-23,  to  control 
objectionable  odors.  However,  in  the 


December  28, 1979  revisions  Connecticut 
requested  that  the  amended  regulation 
be  withdrawn  from  this  submittal  and 
that  the  original  odor  control  regulation, 
which  had  been  adopted  as  part  of 
Connecticut’s  federally-approved  SIP  in 
1972,  be  revoked.  EPA  concurs  with  this 
request  since  the  Agency  has  no 
jurisdiction  in  regulating  or  enforcing 
odor  control. 

Proposed  Action: 

EPA  is  proposing  to  approve 
Connecticut’s  request  to  delete 
regulation  18-508-23  from  the  federally- 
approved  SIP. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
comment  on  all  elements  of  the 
Connecticut  revision  and  whether  it 
meets  the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  Comments  should  be  submitted, 
preferably  in  triplicate,  to  the  address 
listed  in  the  front  of  this  notice.  Public 
comments  received  by  August  1, 1980, 
will  be  considered  in  EPA’s  final 
decision  on  the  SIP.  EPA  believes  the 
available  period  for  comments  is 
adequate  because: 

(1)  The  issues  involved  in  the 
Connecticut  SIP  revisions  are 
sufficiently  clear  to  allow  comments  to 
be  developed  in  the  available  thirty  day 
period; 

(2)  The  SIP  has  been  available  for 
inspection  and  comment  since  June  27, 
1979.  EPA’s  notices  of  availability 
indicated  that  possibility  that  the 
comment  period  may  be  less  than  60 
days;  and  EPA  and  the  DEP  are 
conducting  a  public  meeting  during  the 
public  comment  period;  and 

(3)  EPA  has  a  responsibility  under  the 
Act  to  take  final  action  as  soon  as 
possible  after  the  July  1, 1979,  deadline 
on  those  sections  of  the  SIP  that  address 
the  requirements  of  Part  D. 

All  comments  received  will  be 
available  for  inspection  at  EPA's  Region 
I  office  Room  1903,  JFK  Federal  Building, 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02203. 

Under  Executive  Order  12044  EPA  is 
required  to  judge  whether  a  regulation  is 
“significant”  and  therefore  subject  to  the 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Order  or 
whether  it  may  follow  other  specialized 
development  procedures.  EPA  labels 
these  other  regulations  “specialized”.  I 
have  reviewed  this  regulation  and 
determined  that  it  is  a  specialized 
regulation  not  subject  to  the  procedural 
requirements  of  Executive  Order  12044. 

This  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  is 
issued  under  the  authority  of  Section  110 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended. 

Dated:  June  3, 1980. 

Robert  C.  Thompson, 

Acting  Regional  Administrator,  Region  I. 
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